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Resumé 
In this project, we want to explain the American Dream and find out, why it has a 
special place in American politics. The speeches we have chosen to focus on are the 
speeches of Paul Ryan and Bill Clinton held respectively during the Republican and 
Democratic National Convention. Our approach will be a rhetorical analysis and we 
will go through speeches together with a philosophical discussion about what 
function the American Dream has in these particular speeches. Furthermore, we want 
to find out which role the American Dream plays and discuss why it’s a myth. To 
involve as many approaches to the problem as possible, rhetoric and philosophical 
ethics on myths go hand in hand throughout the project, both in the analysis and in 
the discussion.  
 
Problemfelt, afgrænsning og motivation 
Den primære motivation der ligger til grund for vores valg af emnet “Den 
Amerikanske Drøm”, er at denne grundtanke fylder så meget i amerikansk politik. Til 
præsidentvalget gennem de sidste mange årtier har dette tema spillet en stor rolle i de 
taler, der skulle overbevise befolkningen om, hvor de skulle sætte deres kryds. Vores 
motivation ligger dermed i forståelsen af, hvorfor den amerikanske drøm italesættes 
som den gør. Samtidig vil vi betragte den amerikanske drøm med kritiske briller, og 
vurdere om den stadig omhandler de grundprincipper, der var med til at skabe 
drømmen, eller om den har rykket sig. Hånd i hånd med retoriske virkemidler og 
appelformer, kan den amerikanske drøm muligvis medvirke til at vække følelser hos 
nogle amerikanere, som vi, der ikke bor i USA, kan have svært ved at forstå. Kan den 
patriotiske nationalfølelse, der er iboende adskillige amerikanere vækkes af omtalen 
af den amerikanske drøm? Vi antager i vores projekt, at den amerikanske drøm i 
virkeligheden er en myte. Når dette så er sagt, hvilken betydning har dette for 
politikernes troværdighed? Endvidere har vi ikke lagt vægt på kulturanalyser, da vi 
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mente det ville blive for omfattende en opgave i forhold til de rammer, vi har fået 
stillet til rådighed. Vi har valgt at beskæftige os med præsidentvalget 2012, da vi 
fandt det mest aktuelt. Heraf vil Bill Clinton og Paul Ryans taler være 
udgangspunktet for vores analyse og Michelle Obama og Ann Romneys taler vil 
blive brugt til eksemplificering i projektets redegørende del. 
  
Problemformulering 
Hvorfor er det i dag stadig nødvendigt, at den amerikanske drøm italesættes i den 
amerikanske valgkamp, hvordan bruges den, og hvorledes kan den amerikanske 
drøm, ifølge Roland Barthes, kategoriseres som en myte? 
 
Metodiske overvejelser 
Vi har i udarbejdningen af problemformuleringen besluttet at bruge henholdsvis Bill 
Clinton og Paul Ryans taler som projektets case. Derudfra har vi fundet litteratur 
inden for retorik samt teori om den amerikanske drøm som i samspil vil udgøre en 
analyse og en diskussion. Da vi har valgt at bruge Roland Barthes som teoretiker i 
dette projekt, er det gennem ham, at vi gør brug af vores metode i projektet. Da 
Barthes var poststrukturalist, var han af den overbevisning, at alting er tekst, og at det 
dermed kan nedbrydes og analyseres. 
 
Dimensionsforankring 
Vi har i vores projekt anvendt dimensionen Filosofi og Videnskabsteori, da vi via 
Roland Barthes har beskæftiget os med videnskabsteori. I projektet diskuteres 
oprigtighed i forbindelse med mytologier. I den videnskabsteoretiske del undersøges 
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centrale begreber inden for den ontologiske
1
 videnskab såsom sandhed og 
virkelighed, idet vi forsøger at sætte os ud over de rammer, som myter opstiller. 
Endvidere beskæftiger vi os med dimensionen Tekst og Tegn, da vi tager retorisk 
analyse i brug, samt undersøger den (amerikanske drøm som mytologisk tegn) og den 
historiske kontekst der ligger til grund for skabelsen af den amerikanske drøm. 
 
Videnskabsteoretiske overvejelser 
Da vi i vores projektrapport beskæftiger os med strukturalistiske tilgange til den 
amerikanske drøm, samt hvordan denne italesættes i politiske taler, er det 
fundamentalt at betragte videnskabsteori som et analyserende værktøj frem for et 
forklarende redskab. Filosofi og videnskab strømmer gennem alle de humanistiske 
dimensioner, og er derfor noget komplekse begreber. For at få et videnskabeligt 
perspektiv på vores emne har vi valgt at lægge fokus – ikke blot på den genstand vi 
beskæftiger os med – men i høj grad, hvordan vi beskæftiger os med emnet. 
Videnskabsteori består i at forstå tingene på ens egne præmisser. Man skal ikke blot 
betragte dem, som de er i deres naturlige tilstand, men snarere med et analytisk, 
gennemborende og kritisk perspektiv. Nøjagtig dette er hvad, vi ynder at gøre, når vi 
tager Roland Barthes i brug. Gennem hans øjne vil vi betragte myten, der indgår i den 
amerikanske drøm ud fra et kritisk standpunkt, og på den måde starte en diskussion 
omkring disse. Netop den tilgang som mytologer har til myten, hvor de kan 
gennemskue den og se udover mytens naturlige tilstand, er vores mål med dette 
projekt. I vores arbejde med projektet bruger vi - blandt andet gennem Barthes - en 
strukturalistisk tilgang, idet vi beskæftiger os med, hvordan menneskets subjektive 
virkelighedsopfattelse erstattes. 
                                                          
1
 Læren om det værende, den del af en videnskabelig eller filosofisk teori, der 
specificerer, hvad der eksisterer i det pågældende virkelighedsfelt (Collin & Køppe 
2003:376) 
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I alle former for strukturalisme er der et grundlæggende begreb om en struktur. 
Strukturer kan defineres som en række enheder, som står i bestemte forhold til 
hinanden. Disse forhold kan være af forskellige typer, men vigtigst af alt er, at 
enhederne kun kan defineres i sammenhæng med hinanden. Dette betyder at 
strukturbegreberne inden for strukturalismen lægger afgørende vægt på forholdene 
mellem de forskellige enheder i stedet for enhedernes forhold til virkeligheden, det de 
står for eller det de består af (Collin & Køppe 2003:200). 
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Retorik 
Retorik betyder veltalenhed eller talekunst og er et af verdens ældste fag. Begrebet 
stammer fra antikkens Athen, hvor man kunne stå frem og udtale sig offentligt om 
politiske spørgsmål. Da størstedelen af al kommunikation var mundtlig, var det 
vigtigt for unge at blive uddannet i mundtlig formidling (Garbers & Høgel 1996:8). 
Kunsten at holde en tale er en central del af retorikfaget, selv om det beskæftiger sig 
med alle mundtlige former, såsom samtale, interview og debat. I vores tilfælde 
beskæftiger vi os med politiske taler, og redegørelse for retorikken vil derfor 
hovedsagelig fokusere på opbygning og virkemidler til denne form for tale. 
 
De fem forarbejdningsfaser 
I antikkens Athen var der flere skoler, der uddannede folk i at blive gode talere. 
Efterhånden blev der udviklet et system, der stadig bruges i dag, som består af fem 
forarbejdningsfaser (Garbers & Høgel 1996:17): 
 
·        Inventio – at samle stof og finde på 
·        Dispositio – at ordne stoffet 
·        Elocutio – at vælge sprog og stil 
·        Memoria – at huske talen 
·        Actio – at fremføre talen 
 
Når man skal skrive en tale skal man først overveje talesituationen: hvad talen skal 
bruges til, hvor og hvornår den skal holdes, og hvem der er tilhørerne (Garbers & 
Høgel 1996:18). Når man har overvejet talesituation og formålet kan man begynde på 
den første forarbejdningsfase, inventio. 
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Inventio, at finde og at finde på, er den første og vigtigste fase når man skal skrive en 
tale, og det er også den der tager længst tid. I denne fase skal man både finde ud af 
hvad man vil tage udgangspunkt i og hvordan man vil argumentere (Garbers & Høgel 
1996:18-26). 
 
Når man er færdig med inventio, når alle materialerne, tankerne og argumenterne er 
blevet fundet og samlet, skal man i gang med fasen dispositio. Her skal tingene 
samles og ordnes på en sådan måde, at tilhørerne kan følge den logiske tankegang, 
der derefter giver klarhed og overblik. Talen skal helst bygges op som en god 
middag, og sådan er politiske taler typisk bygget op: Først starter man med en 
appetitvækkende forret, derefter hovedretten med tyngde og mængde, og til sidst 
desserten som prikken over i’et. Forretten er talens indledning exordium, hvor 
tilhørernes interesse og forventning bliver vækket. Efter indledningen kan man 
klassisk vælge at antyde over for tilhørerne, hvor lang tid man har tænkt sig at tale. 
Dette kan gøres i en indholdsoversigt, partitio, så folk ved, hvilke emner man vil 
komme ind på og dermed får en fornemmelse af talens længde. Efter at tilhørernes 
opmærksomhed er opnået og deres interesse er vakt, er det tid til hovedretten. I talens 
centrale afsnit, corpus, kommer budskabet, og hele meningen med talen, frem.  
 
Corpus er delt op i to dele: narratio og argumentatio. I fasen narratio fortæller man 
om emnets baggrund og beskriver, hvad det er. Når tilhørerne ved hvad sagen drejer 
sig om, gælder det om at overbevise dem, så de kommer til at tænke, føle og handle 
anderledes. Det gør man i den anden fase af corpus, argumentatio. Her bruger man de 
argumenter man fandt i den første forarbejdningsfase, inventio. Argumentatio er 
ligeledes delt op i to faser: probatio og refutatio. I probatio er det taleren, der 
kommer med sine argumenter først, og derefter tager han modpartens argumenter til 
sig og svækker dem. Derved undgår man tidskrævende diskussion og bruger i stedet 
tiden på at komme ind til kernen af emnet. På den måde får man vist, at emnet både 
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har positive og negative sider, men at taleren er bevidst om dem. Refutatio har vi ikke 
fokuseret på i denne opgave, men vi er opmærksomme på, at den eksisterer. 
Argumentatio er talens mest dynamiske del, og det er her taleren argumenterer med 
stigende intensitet hen mod talens højdepunkt, hvor de bedste argumenter også skal 
komme. Højdepunktet kan enten være den totale afvisning af modparten eller 
gentagelsen af sit eget bedste argument. Efter argumentatio kommer den sidste fase, 
peroratio. Her henvender talen sig mere direkte til tilhørerne, der enten bliver 
opfordret til noget eller får talens højdepunkter genopfrisket i et resumé. Derfor er det 
også vigtigt, at der ikke må komme nye informationer i denne del af talen, da 
tilhørerne skal føle, at emnet er færdigdebatteret. Hermed er emnet afklaret, og man 
kan fremsætte sin opfordring (Garbers & Høgel 1996:26fff). 
 
I den næste fase elocutio, når stoffet er indsamlet og ordnet, skal stikordene fra de to 
foregående faser formes til rigtige sætninger. Sætningsbygningen skal være forståelig 
og overskuelig, og når talesituationen er en politisk tale, skal der være fokus på ”det 
mundtlige sprog”. Ved brugen af det mundtlige sprog ved taleren hvem, der er hans 
modtagere, og man kan tilpasse sit stilleje og sprog derefter. Det typiske for den 
mundtlige sætningsbygning er, at informationer som regel kommer sidst i sætningen. 
Da den menneskelige korttidshukommelse er mindre end 10 sekunder, må 
sætningerne også gerne være korte, og gentagelser er både lytter-venlige og 
nødvendige (Garbers & Høgel 1996:29f). 
Hovedspørgsmålet i fasen elocutio er: Hvilket sprog skal man bruge? Romeren 
Quintillian beskrev de fem sprogformer som de klassiske taledyder (Garbers & Høgel 
1996:30f): 
 
·        Aptum – passende 
·        Puritas – renhed 
·        Perspicuitas – gennemskuelighed 
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·        Ornatus – udsmykning, pynt 
·        Evidentia – anskueliggørelse 
 
Taledyden aptum beskriver forholdene mellem afsender, emne, modtager, situation 
og sprogbrug. Afsenderen skal have forstand på sit emne. Brænder taleren for det, 
styrker det samtidigt sin etos. Modtageren skal enten være eller gøres indforstået og 
interesseret i emnet, for at kommunikationen bliver vellykket. Når både afsender og 
modtager begge er enige i emnet, kommer man til spørgsmålet: hvor og hvornår skal 
det formidles? For at svare på dette må man derfor gøre sig overvejelser om 
situationen, altså tid og sted. Til sidst skal sprogbruget finpudses. Forholdet mellem 
de fem taledyder kan udvikle og forstærke den situationsfornemmelse, som en god 
taler ikke kan undvære (Garbers & Høgel 1996:31f). 
 
Det puristiske krav til sproget er, at det skal være fonetisk og grammatisk korrekt. 
Dette krav omhandler ikke kun korrekt stavning, men også rigtige bøjningsmønstre, 
rette syntakser og rette ordvalg. Det er heller ikke kun et krav om dannelse, men også 
om forståelighed. Dog kan man ikke altid bestemme den helt rigtige udtale af 
bestemte ord, da dette afhænger både af herkomst og alder (Garbers & Høgel 
1996:31f). 
 
I perspicuitas handler det om, at sproget skal være klart og gennemskueligt. Først og 
fremmest skal ”tanken” være klar, så den kan have indflydelse på sproget, men man 
skal samtidig passe på ikke at ødelægge gennemskueligheden ved at bruge fyldord, 
oppustet sprog, tvetydigheder eller upræcist ordvalg (Garbers & Høgel 1996:34f). 
For at sproget ikke bliver kedeligt skal det udsmykkes og pyntes. Denne fase hedder 
ornatus, og udsmykningen kan foregå på flere måder, f.eks. overraskende vendinger, 
nye ord og slående udtryk. Det handler om at gøre sproget spændende, så tilhøreren 
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hører efter og husker indholdet. Samt at krydre talen med stilistiske træk. Dog ikke så 
meget, at det bliver overdrevet (Garbers & Høgel 1996:38f). 
 
Evidentia handler for taleren om at skabe billeder i tilhørernes bevidsthed, ved en 
udførlig og detaljeret beskrivelse af en hændelse eller en person. Hvis taleren kan få 
tilhøreren til at føle sig som et øjenvidne til en begivenhed, kan det være svært at 
skelne mellem fiktive billeder og virkelighed (Garbers & Høgel 1996:39). 
 
Memoria betyder hukommelse. Taleren skal huske, hvad han skal sige og tilhørerne 
skal huske pointerne i talen, hvis ikke talesituationen skal blive meningsløs. Det er 
talerens ansvar, at publikum husker talen (Garbers & Høgel 1996:40). 
 
Tilsidst kommer fasen Actio, hvor talen er færdig skal derefter udføres og opføres. 
  
Appelformer 
De tre faktorer, der er en del af forberedelsen til enhver tale, er etos, patos og logos. 
Etos omhandler talerens troværdighed og karakter. Talerens etos sikres via sund 
dømmekraft, dyder og velvilje over tilhørerne. Brugen af patos omhandler de følelser, 
som taleren fremkalder hos tilhøreren. Logos er den retoriske bevisførelse, som 
taleren overbeviser tilhøreren med (Moberg 1996:18f). 
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Den Amerikanske Drøm 
Da James Truslow Adams skrev bogen The Epic of America i 1931, opfandt han det 
verdenskendte udtryk Den Amerikanske Drøm. Et udtryk som Adams beskriver 
således: 
 
”Den amerikanske drøm er drømmen om et land, hvor livet er bedre for alle. Hvor 
enhver har chancen for at udnytte sine talenter optimalt. Det er ikke blot en drøm om 
biler eller høje lønninger, men en drøm om social retfærdighed, som tillader enhver 
mand eller kvinde uanset herkomst at opnå det fulde udbytte af sine evner”2 
  
Udtrykket bliver den dag i dag, stadig brugt af amerikanerne, betydningen har dog i 
dag ændret sig. I dag bliver dette udtryk stadig brugt af amerikanerne, dog har 
betydningen af udtrykket i dag ændret sig. Nutidens betydning af den amerikanske 
drøm dækker nu over troen på de demokratiske idealer, heriblandt vejen til et bedre 
liv for alle
3
.  
  
Den amerikanske drøm er geografisk placeret i USA, hvilket skal betyde, at den kun 
kan udleves dér. Dette gør drømmen utrolig unik, og når man taler om USA, har det 
altid været the land of opportunities. For folk er drømmen både mægtig og meget 
attraktiv, hvilket har fået mange til at blive indfanget og lade denne fantasi blomstre i 
deres hjerter. Det at verden omkring begyndte at høre om den amerikanske drøm, var 
en faktor som var med til at sætte USA på landkortet og gøre det til et enestående 
land (Rifkin 2006:25). 
  
                                                          
2
 http://historienet.dk/spoerg-os/hvad-er-den-amerikanske-droem 
3
 http://historienet.dk/spoerg-os/hvad-er-den-amerikanske-droem 
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For Helle Porsdam
4
 er nøgleordene for den amerikanske drøm mangfoldighed, 
tolerance og lighed for loven. Dette begrunder hun med, at USA er bygget på idéen 
om det perfekte samfund, hvor alle er frie og lige. Porsdams bud på hvad den 
amerikanske drøm er, er at den rigtige drøm handler om en realisering af rettigheder 
for alle, ikke kun i USA men i hele verden: ”Human rights, even in the limited sense 
of equal opportunity […] are someday secured for all Americans, the American 
dream will not have been fulfilled. It has always been a global dream” (Porsdam 
2007:73). Hvor lighed for alle skal forstås globalt og derfor er den amerikanske drøm, 
ifølge Porsdam, delvis global, da elementer som indgår i den amerikanske drøm også 
er universelle rettigheder (Porsdam 2007:70fff). 
 
Men selvom begrebet Den Amerikanske Drøm først blev opfundet i 1931, begyndte 
folk allerede at udleve drømmen 200 år tidligere (Rifkin 2006:20). USA, eller Den 
Nye Verden, blev som tidligere nævnt, i sin tid bygget på en idé om det perfekte 
samfund. De første europæere der sigtede efter det perfekte samfund i USA, var 
engelske separatister, medlemmer af en af de strengeste og mest kompromisløse 
puritanske religiøse sekter, der havde brudt alle bånd med den engelske kirke, og 
flygtet til Holland for at undgå en forfølgelse. Men da savnet til de engelske skikke 
blev for stort, ville de prøve at overføre skikkene til Den Nye Verden. Deres perfekte 
samfund skulle være foruden religionsforfølgelse, aristokrati, korruption, monarki og 
andre former for politisk tyranni som de kendte fra Europa, Den Gamle Verden 
(Porsdam 2007:70). 
 
                                                          
4
 Helle Porsdam er professor ved Københavns Universitet og har en dr.phil., cand.mag. i engelsk 
samt en ph.d. i amerikanske studier (http://www.porsdam.dk/side3.html). 
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Ifølge Jeremy Rifkin
5
 handler den amerikanske drøm om frihed og sikkerhed. Han 
definerer det således, at hvis man er fri, så er man tryg. Frihed er selvstændighed, da 
selvstændighed betyder uafhængighed fra andre, og at man ikke kan blive påvirket af 
ukontrollerbare situationer og omstændigheder. Jo mere velstand eller med andre ord, 
jo mere økonomisk rigdom man besidder, jo mere uafhængig er man af verden. Man 
er altså fri ved at være selvhjulpen, mener Rifkin. En god økonomi bringer 
eksklusivitet, hvilket medbringer sikkerhed. Den amerikanske drøm lægger derfor 
vægt på økonomisk vækst, personlig rigdom og uafhængighed (Rifkin 2006:21). 
Endvidere hyldes arbejdsmoralen, og ligeledes hænger den religiøse arv og dybe 
spirituelle tro uløseligt sammen med landet. Mere til er den amerikanske drøm bygget 
på integration, og amerikanerne forbinder succes med at sige farvel til ens tidligere 
kulturelle bånd, hvorved de på den måde bliver frit agerende på USA's brede vidder. 
Rifkin fremhæver også, at den amerikanske drøm er fyldt med kærlighed til sit land, 
sin nation og dermed også fyldt med patriotisme. Dette gør, at amerikanerne er mere 
villige til at sende dele af landets militære styrker ud i verden for at beskytte dét, der 
opfattes som livsvigtige interesser (Rifkin 2006:21f). 
  
Men det der stadig holder den amerikanske drøm i live er, ifølge Rifkin, at det 
amerikanske folk stadig tror de er det udvalgte folk og USA som det forjætte land, 
som John Winthrop, pilgrimmenes åndelig leder, fortalte inden landgangen til Den 
Nye Verden (Rifkin 2006:26f): 
  
”Vi amerikanere er det særlige udvalgte folk – vor tids Israel, vi bærer på en ark af hele 
verdens privilegier. For 70 år siden undslap vi trældom og ud over vores 
førstefødselsret – at vi beboer et kontinent på Jorden – har Gud som en arv givet os de 
                                                          
5
 Jeremy Rifkin er en amerikansk økonom, forfatter, offentlig taler samt politisk rådgiver og aktivist 
Endvidere er Rifkin stifter og præsident for Foundation on Economic Trends (FOET) som er en 
international organisation som ser på den globale påvirkning af nye teknologier 
(http://www.foet.org/JeremyRifkin.htm). 
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store vidder, hvor de politiske hedninge skal komme og lægge sig i skyggen af vores ark 
uden blodsudgydelse. Gud har forudbestemt, og menneskeheden forventer, storslåede 
gerninger af vor race; og vi kan mærke disse storslåede gerninger i vores sjæl” 
(Herman Melville i Rifkin 2006:26). 
  
Den tro amerikanerne stadig har på Gud, som har gjort dem til det udvalgte folk, 
følges ofte af noget vantro fnisen i de mere sekulære europæiske lande og disses 
befolkninger, som mere eller mindre har opgivet idéen om den personlige gud for 
længe siden. Det er dette element i den amerikanske drøm, som har været drivkraften 
bag den amerikanske tillid til, at alle kan flytte bjerge når bare Gud er på ens side 
(Rifkin 2006:27). 
 
Men den amerikanske drøm har også en ikke-religiøs side, som handler om 
udnyttelse af landets ressourcer og en menneskelig ret til at stræbe efter lykke, der 
kan opnås via uafladelig personlig forbedring. Altså skal man sørge for at blive til 
noget. Denne side af drømmen står Benjamin Franklin bag, og det er ham, der har 
leveret retningslinjer hertil. Franklin tilbød en forbedring af egne evner, modsat 
Winthrop som ”blot” tilbød frelse (Rifkin 2006:33). 
 
Den tiltrækningskraft som den amerikanske drøm har været i stand til at bevare 
gennem så mange år, skyldes de to mest grundlæggende menneskelige ønsker som 
drømmen synes at fremme: lykke i denne verden og frelse i den næste (Rifkin 
2006:34). 
  
På individniveau kan den amerikanske drøm være meget forskellig fra person til 
person. Mere til betragtes den amerikanske drøm som en yderst personlig ting, og 
handler om én selv som individ i et samfund. Men selvom den amerikanske drøm kan 
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være forskellig, er nøgleordene dog succes, at være i stand til at klare sig selv, 
bestemme og tænke selv og ikke mindst handler det om at være fri. 
 
Det skal dog påpeges at vi, i vores omtale af den amerikanske drøm, henvender os til 
det overordnede syn på drømmen og ikke de to specifikke drømme – den 
republikanske og demokratiske drøm, som bliver redegjort for senere. Vi beskæftiger 
os altså med grundprincipperne for den amerikanske drøm, for derudover at kunne se 
på den republikanske og demokratiske drøm. 
  
Retorisk brug af den amerikanske drøm 
William B. Humphrey er fra byen Newton i staten Massachusetts. Han tog sin 
eksamen fra University of Delaware med statskundskab som hovedfag og politisk 
kommunikation, historie og geografi som valgfag (Humphrey 2012:location 1684). 
 
Ifølge William Humphrey kan man inddele politiske talers brug og referencer til den 
amerikanske drøm i syv dele (Humphrey 2012:location 594). Humphrey gør dog også 
opmærksom på, at disse referencer kan overlappe og kombineres i talerne, således at 
taleren kan bruge drømmen på flere måder. Ligeledes opdeles den amerikanske drøm 
også i, hvorledes den lægger vægt på det individuelle aspekt eller lighed for mulighed 
(Humphrey 2012:location 604). 
 
Den første måde hvorpå den amerikanske drøm kan optræde i politiske taler, er 
igennem det, Humphrey kalder origin story. Her får politikerne mulighed for at 
diskutere den amerikanske drøm ved at bevise, at drømmen findes i virkeligheden, 
samt hvordan dette kan forklare hans eller hendes livshistorie (Humphrey 
2012:location 627). 
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”[…] this section of the speech is where the candidate tries to persuade the American 
people that the radioactive spider of the American Dream bit him at a young age and 
infused him with the super-powered drive and success that would take him from 
nowhere to the top to lead the country” (Humphrey 2012:location 636). 
  
Pointen med dette citat fra Humphreys bog er, at alle har en historie at fortælle, og 
især politikerne gør stort brug af denne mulighed for at inkorporere deres oplevelse 
med den amerikanske drøm. Der ses dog også en variation i hvordan republikanerne 
og demokraterne gør brug af origin story. Republikanerne benytter origin story til at 
skabe en beroligende bekræftelse af den fortsatte realitet og eksistens af den 
amerikanske drøm. Hovedparten af de republikanske vælgere er allerede overbevist 
om, at drømmen findes og således kan republikanske politikere, ved at fortælle deres 
livshistorie, bekræfte den amerikanske drøms eksistens. Gennem hårdt arbejde vil 
man kunne skabe succes, ligesom politikeren har formået at gøre (Humphrey 
2012:location 640). Anderledes bruger demokraterne origin story til at bekræfte, at 
drømmen og dens grundprincipper stadig eksisterer i dag. Også selvom der findes 
skeptikere, som prøver at modargumentere det (Humphrey 2012:location 636). 
Demokraterne arbejder til tider i modvind, og skal træde forsigtigt når de inkluderer 
den amerikanske drøm i deres taler. De demokratiske politikere skal både appellere til 
den demokratiske base, swing voters og minoritetsgrupper. Skepsissen er omkring 
troværdigheden om, at alle kan udleve den amerikanske drøm. Derfor går de 
demokratiske politikere ofte i dybden med at beskrive deres udlevelse af den 
amerikanske drøm, samt hvordan deres succes ikke var en tilfældighed, men opstod 
på grund af den amerikanske drøm (Humphrey 2012:location 687). 
 
En anden måde hvorpå den amerikanske drøm kan bruges, er gennem det Humphrey 
kalder rugged individualist. Her lægges der vægt på, at individuel succes er det 
vigtigste ved den amerikanske drøm, og at arbejde i sig selv er belønning nok 
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(Humphrey 2012:location 704). Republikanerne er imod statens rolle og derfor bør 
staten også være så lille som overhovedet muligt. Ellers kan den være med til at 
modarbejde de bedste individuelle resultater. Her kan de republikanske politikere 
gøre brug af rugged individualist for at fortælle, hvordan de måtte kæmpe en hård 
kamp mod staten for at følge sine drømme (Humphrey 2012:location 728). Staten står 
i vejen for, at de kan udleve den amerikanske drøm, og drømmen skal udleves uden 
hjælp fra andre. I hvert fald ifølge republikanerne. Demokraterne ser dog anderledes 
på staten og individets forhold dertil. Staten skal være med til at hjælpe de dårligst 
stillede i samfundet i gang, så de kan stræbe efter deres egen amerikanske drøm 
(Humphrey 2012:location 785). 
 
One nation under God er den tredje inddeling af den amerikanske drøm. Her har talen 
til formål, gennem guddommelig opbakning, at styrke den amerikanske drøm. Dette 
skal forstås således, at Gud har udnævnt USA til at være et unikt land, som skal gå i 
fronten for andre nationer og menneskeheden (Humphrey 2012:location 873). 
Derefter kan one nation under God opdeles i tre forskellige variationer: Libertarian 
God, materialist God og secular Alternative: The founding fathers (Humphrey 
2012:location 905). 
 
En anden måde den amerikanske drøm kan bruges på, er gennem myth child, hvor 
taleren gør brug af et hypotetisk barn for at få den amerikanske drøm til at optræde 
som et multi-generationalt løfte, der handler om, at efterkommerne vil klare sig 
markant bedre end deres forfædre. Det handler om at kunne appellere til den størst 
mulige målgruppe gennem sine taler. Ved for eksempel at inddrage et element som 
familie og sine efterfølgere, kan man henvende sig til en utrolig bred del af vælgerne. 
Desuden kan det hypotetiske barn også bruges til at skabe den tanke hos lytterne, at 
dette kunne være mit barn (Humphrey 2012:location 1012). Politikeren vil bruge 
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denne tanke til at argumentere for, at man skal stemme på ham/hende for at sikre 
børnenes fremtid, mens modstanderen i stedet vil forværre fremtiden. 
 
Two Americas er også én af Humphreys inddelinger. Her opdeles USA i to dele: Dem 
med muligheden for at kunne udleve deres drøm og dem uden samme mulighed, 
hvilket ofte er de fattige amerikanere (Humphrey 2012:location 1074). Den politiske 
taler vil gennem sin politik og sine standpunkter kunne forene de to Amerikaer til ét 
fælles land. Pointen med two Americas er således, at politikeren kan skabe lige 
muligheder for alle, ligegyldigt baggrund (Humphrey 2012:location 1074). 
 
America idealized er den næstsidste af Humphreys inddeling, hvor taleren giver 
konkrete eksempler på hændelser og succeshistorier, som viser eksistensen af den 
amerikanske drøm og de idealer USA kan leve op til, og de idealer USA er i stand til 
at leve op til (Humphrey 2012:location 1108). American idealized deles i den 
demokratiske og republikanske version. I den demokratiske version bruger 
demokraterne den amerikanske drøm, til at vise hvordan den lever op til idealet, og 
derfor er drømmen storslået. De vil ofte nævne eksempler, som viser ligestilling og 
kampen med fordomme bliver overvundet for at bevise, at USA stadig kan leve op til 
landets grundlæggende principper. Republikanerne bruger derimod denne drøm til at 
argumentere for et fantastisk USA, fordi vi alle er frie til at gøre hvad vi vil 
(Humphrey 2012:location 1152). 
 
The vision thing er den sidste måde, hvorpå den amerikanske drøm kan bruges. 
Pointen er, at man skaber en vision for USA. Både fortid, nutid og fremtid kan 
inkluderes i talen, og politikeren bruger denne vision til at få sine budskaber igennem 
(Humphrey 2012:location 1173). Visionen vil indeholde mange af grundprincipperne 
i den amerikanske drøm, såsom optimisme, arbejde, gå-på-mod og lige muligheder 
for alle. Humphrey runder afsnittet af, med at nævne hvor fleksibel den amerikanske 
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drøm er, og derfor kan the vision thing let benyttes af både republikanere og 
demokrater (Humphrey 2012:location 1203). 
  
Ann Romney & Den Amerikanske Drøm 
Når man læser Michelle Obama og Ann Romneys taler, er det tydeligt at se en vis 
forskel på opfattelsen af den amerikanske drøm. Derfor har vi tilladt os at dele 
drømmen op i henholdsvis den republikanske og demokratiske drøm. 
For at påvise den republikanske version af den amerikanske drøm og hvad den 
omhandler, inddrages der her nogle eksempler fra en tale holdt af Ann Romney ved 
det republikanske konvent: 
  
”I am the granddaughter of a Welsh coal miner who was determined that his kids get 
out of the mines. My dad got his first job when he was six years old, in a little village in 
Wales called Nantyffyllon, cleaning bottles at the Colliers Arms” (Bilag 3:4). 
  
Allerede her knytter Ann Romney den amerikanske drøm til sin familie, og gør den 
derved personlig, da det er hendes egen far som er et eksempel på den amerikanske 
drøm. 
  
”When he was 15, dad came to America. In our country, he saw hope and an 
opportunity to escape from poverty. He moved to a small town in the great state of 
Michigan. There, he started a business – one he built himself, by the way.[…] And he 
became mayor of our town” (Bilag 3:4). 
  
En walisisk indvandrer, der i sin levetid gik fra at rengøre flasker til at blive 
borgmester i en amerikansk stat, er et ganske godt eksempel på den republikanske 
drøm, hvor ens skæbne afhænger af egen vilje og arbejdsindsats. Men ikke nok med, 
at hendes egen far er et bevis på den amerikanske drøm, så er hendes svigerfar det 
også. George Romney afsluttede aldrig college, men blev i stedet tømrer, senere chef 
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for en virksomhed og til sidst guvernør i Michigan (Bilag 3:4). Ann Romney og Mitt 
Romneys egen historie er heller ingen undtagelse for denne familietradition med 
personlig kendskab til den amerikanske drøm: 
  
”We got married and moved into a basement apartment. […] shared the housekeeping, 
and ate a lot of pasta and tuna fish. Our desk was a door propped up on sawhorses. Our 
dining room table was a fold-down ironing board in the kitchen” (Bilag 3:4). 
  
Romney-parret kommer også fra trange kår, trods deres succesrige familier, men har 
også været i stand til at sørge for en bedre fremtid for deres børn samt at skabe egen 
lykke. Sidst men ikke mindst er Mitt Romney også selv et fint eksempel på den 
republikanske drøm, da han har taget styring over eget liv og startet egen virksomhed 
som nu er blevet ”[…] another great American success story.” (Bilag 3:6). Ann 
Romneys personlige drøm kan ses ved at læse mellem linjerne, når hun fortæller om 
mødet med Mitt Romney til en high school dance, et sundt ægteskab mellem high 
school-sweethearts og med fem børn, alle drenge (Bilag 3:5). Hendes drøm har et 
strejf af tradition, og virker muligvis lidt som en konservativ tankegang, men i den 
indgår også religionsfrihed. Hun er selv episcopalian
6
, og hendes mand er mormon. 
På trods af denne religiøse forskel har de stadig haft muligheden for at blive gift 
(Bilag 3:4). 
  
Den republikanske drøm ligner, ud fra Ann Romneys tale, den traditionelle og 
klassiske drøm fra USA's første år, hvor ens lykke og muligheder afhænger af egen 
arbejdsindsats. For at genopfriske James Truslow Adams’ forståelse af den 
amerikanske drøm, så handler drømmen om social retfærdighed som således tillader, 
at alle, trods sin herkomst, kan opnå det fulde udbytte af egne evner. Succes er 
dermed op til én selv og hvor meget, man er villig til at arbejde for det – den 
                                                          
6
 Medlem af Episcopalian Church, en amerikansk protestantisk kirke. 
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republikanske drøm en enlig drøm i den forstand, at alt afhænger af egen indsats for 
at nå sit mål og sine drømme. 
  
Videre i Ann Romneys tale kan man også finde nogle af Humphreys metoder til at 
bruge den amerikanske drøm – mest tydelig er brugen af origin story og rugged 
individualist. Origin story ses tydeligt idet slægten nævnes, og fortællingen af 
hvordan Ann Romneys egen far gik fra at være en flaskedreng i Wales til en 
borgmester i Michigan, USA (Bilag 3:4). Denne slægtshistorie er et tydeligt bevis på, 
at den amerikanske drøm stadig eksisterer, og at alle har mulighed for at udleve den. 
Men brugen af origin story-metoden står ikke alene. Der ses også spor af American 
idealized-metoden, da hendes far er et konkret eksempel på en succeshistorie for den 
amerikanske drøm. Brugen af rugged individualist ses igen i den førnævnte historie 
om Ann Romneys egen far, men også i hendes erindringer om hendes liv og ægteskab 
med Mitt Romney. Nemlig hvordan de ikke havde et spisebord og ikke spiste andet 
end tun og pasta (Bilag 3:4). The vision thing-metoden bliver også benyttet, til en vis 
grad, hvor Ann fastslår, at ingen vil arbejde lige så hårdt som Mitt Romney, for at 
gøre USA til et bedre sted at leve (Bilag 3:5). 
  
Michelle Obama & Den Amerikanske Drøm 
For at finde ud af om demokraternes opfattelse af den amerikanske drøm varierer fra 
den republikanske, er vi først nødt til at undersøge om de to versioner har de samme 
grundelementer. I sin bog Mod til at håbe: Tanker om generobringen af den 
amerikanske drøm fra 2006, reflekterer den amerikanske præsident Barack Obama 
over den amerikanske drøm. Her beskriver Obama mytologien omkring den 
amerikanske drøm, og det tyder på, at udgangspunktet i hans egen opfattelse af den 
amerikanske drøm er den samme som den klassiske definition: 
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”Snarere end at dæmonisere de rige holder vi dem op for os selv som forbilleder, og 
vores mytologi er gennemsyret af historier om mænd, der har arbejdet sig op ved egen 
hjælp – indvandreren, der kommer til landet uden en krone og tjener en formue eller 
den unge mand, der søger vestpå for at finde lykken” (Obama 2008:195). 
 
Alligevel er der noget, der tyder på, at hans ”drøm” også har et element af fællesskab 
og solidaritet. Ved demokraternes konvent i Charlotte afholdte USA’s førstedame, 
Michelle Obama, en tale om Barack Obama og hendes eget liv. I talen fortæller hun 
om deres opvækst, deres værdier, idealer, og deres nuværende liv. Både Baracks 
bedstemor og Michelles far har opdraget dem hver især til at arbejde hårdt, men også 
til at hjælpe andre i stedet for kun at tage vare på sig selv. Det er dér demokraternes 
version af den amerikanske drøm, adskiller sig fra republikanernes. Idet fællesskabet 
er en lige så vigtig del som det hårde arbejde: 
 
”That's how they raised us…that's what we learned from their example. We learned 
about dignity and decency – that how hard you work matters more than how much you 
make…that helping others means more than just getting ahead yourself” (Bilag 2:4). 
 
I løbet af talen fortæller hun også om, hvordan hendes far og Baracks bedstemor lærte 
dem de klassiske træk som man associerer med den amerikanske drøm. Dyder som 
hårdt arbejde, at stige i de sociale rækker og sørge for en bedre fremtid for sine børn 
end man selv fik, var alt sammen en del af opdragelsen. Dyder de også ønsker at give 
videre til deres egne børn (Bilag 2:5). Men disse klassiske elementer er forbundet 
med tanker om taknemlighed og solidaritet, hvilket drejer den klassiske amerikanske 
drøm i en ny retning: 
 
”We learned about gratitude and humility – that so many people had a hand in our 
success, from the teachers who inspired us to the janitors who kept our school 
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clean…and we were taught to value everyone's contribution and treat everyone with 
respect.” (Bilag 2:5) 
 
Gennem hele talen bliver der henvist til mange af de samme tanker, som også indgår i 
den republikanske version af den amerikanske drøm. Indimellem finder man dog 
også eksempler, der bryder med den traditionelle opfattelse af den amerikanske drøm, 
såsom:“When it comes to giving our kids the education they deserve, Barack knows 
that like me and like so many of you, he never could've attended college without 
financial aid” (Bilag 2:6). Det er alle disse afvigelser fra den traditionelle opfattelse 
af den amerikanske drøm, der leder os til den konklusion, at den demokratiske 
version af den amerikanske drøm er en udvikling af den klassiske model. Denne nye 
version er bygget på det samme fundament, men indeholder nye idéer, såsom 
fællesskab, solidaritet og en generelt mere socialistisk orientering. At dette er 
Obamas egen opfattelse af den amerikanske drøm, fremgår gennem Michelle Obama 
i løbet af talen: 
 
”Barack knows the American Dream because he's lived it[…]And he believes that when 
you've worked hard, and done well, and walked through that doorway of 
opportunity…you do not slam it shut behind you…you reach back, and you give other 
folks the same chances that helped you succeed” (Bilag 2:7). 
  
Også i Michelle Obamas tale ses der eksempler på Humphreys brugsmetoder af den 
amerikanske drøm. Helt centralt for præsidentfruens tale er origin story-metoden, 
hvor man bliver fortalt hvordan både Michelle og Barack Obama kommer fra fattige 
familier, samt hvordan deres familier har ofret sig, således at deres børn fik nye 
chancer og muligheder, som de ikke selv fik. Det billede som Michelle Obama 
fremstiller for sine lyttere her, er det den klassiske amerikanske drøm består af – 
nemlig at USA stadig er mulighedernes land, hvor alle kan komme frem og give sin 
kommende generation en bedre fremtid. Videre styrkes origin story-metoden af, at 
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Michelle Obamas drøm ikke kun lykkedes af eget arbejde, men også gennem hjælp 
fra regeringen, med det studielån som hjalp Michelle og hendes bror igennem 
college. Her inddrages også brugen af American idealized-metoden, da 
præsidentfruen kommer med et konkret eksempel på en person, der har udlevet den 
amerikanske drøm – hendes mand Barack Obama (Bilag 2:7). 
Metoden rugged individualist ses også i historien om Barack Obama. Det ses gennem 
hans opvækst hos en enlig mor der heller ikke kunne gennemføre sin uddannelse, 
uden studielån fra regeringen (Bilag 2:4 & 6). Videre får Michelle Obama også brugt 
metoden two Americas, hvor der bliver dannet lige muligheder mellem de 
amerikanere med mange muligheder, og de som ikke har et større økonomisk 
råderum. Dette ses når Michelle kommer ind på, hvordan Barack Obama ønsker at 
gøre livet nemmere for de studerende som har brug for et studielån, for at kunne 
fuldføre sin uddannelse. Ligeledes ses det også i Michelles begrundelse for det 
sygeforsikringssystem som præsidenten har indført (Bilag 2:6). Til sidst kan man 
finde metoden the vision thing, hvor Michelle Obama gør det klart, at de ønsker en 
bedre verden for deres børn, og det er her det amerikanske folk må stå sammen, for at 
kunne give den kommende generation i USA den bedst mulige start på livet, samt de 
bedste chancer og muligheder for at blive til noget (Bilag 2:10). 
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Paul Ryan 
Paul Ryan (1970), medlem af det republikanske parti, blev i en alder af 28 år valgt 
ind i Repræsentanternes Hus i 1998 som repræsentant for Wisconsins Congressional 
District 1. I tillæg til dette, sidder Ryan i dag også i The House Budget Committee. 
Derudover er han et seniormedlem af The House Ways and Means Committee
7
. 
Under det amerikanske præsidentvalg var Paul Ryan den republikanske 
præsidentkandidat Mitt Romneys vicepræsidentkandidat. Den valgte tale blev afholdt 
29. august 2012, ved det republikanske konvent i Tampa, Florida. 
 
Retorisk analyse 
Paul Ryans tale består af tre dele: exordium, corpus og peroratio. Eller med andre 
ord: forret, hovedret og dessert. I Ryans tilfælde er exordium, den såkaldte forret, 
meget kort. Her introducerer han sig selv og sin familie. Han runder denne indledning 
af med ”After four years of getting the run-around, America needs a turnaround, and 
the man for the job is Governor Mitt Romney” (Bilag 4:1). Man får her ”serveret” 
budskabet med talen: Mitt Romney skal vælges til præsident, hvilket er formålet med, 
Paul Ryans tale. Herefter starter corpus (hovedretten) og Ryan lægger hårdt ud med 
at give præsidenten og demokraterne kritik. Dette er argumentatio, som Ryan gennem 
talen bruger til at angribe den siddende præsident og regeringen. Formålet med dette 
er at overbevise tilhørerne, ved at skabe et skræmmebillede om den tilstand USA nu 
er havnet i, og hvordan fremtiden kommer til at se sort ud, hvis præsidenten bliver 
genvalgt. For eksempel kan kritikken af Obama ses i dette citat: ”President Obama 
has added more debt than any other president before him, and more than all the 
troubled governments of Europe combined” (Bilag 4:5). 
Modsat bliver Mitt Romney omtalt meget positivt af Ryan, hvilket dog ikke er en 
overraskelse: 
                                                          
7
 http://www.biography.com/people/paul-ryan-20828085 
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”He was the Republican governor of a state where almost nine in ten legislators are 
Democrats, and yet he balanced the budget without raising taxes. Unemployment went 
down, household incomes went up, and Massachusetts, under Mitt Romney, saw its 
credit rating upgraded” (Bilag 4:5). 
  
Både argumentatio og narratio ses skiftevis igennem hele corpus. Argumentatio er 
meget logos-præget, da Ryan gør brug af milliardbeløb og fagtermer, mens narratio 
er domineret af patos, hvor Ryan for eksempel bruger narratio til at fortælle om sig 
selv, sit forhold til Mitt Romney og Romney som person: 
  
”Mitt and I also go to different churches. But in any church, the best kind of preaching 
is done by example. And I've been watching that example. The man who will accept 
your nomination tomorrow is prayerful and faithful and honorable” (Bilag 4:9). 
  
Disse positive fortællinger om Romney, sat op imod Obamas fejl, har til formål at 
overbevise og fortælle om, hvorfor Romney vil være bedre til posten som USA’s 
præsident. Overgangene mellem argumentatio og narratio er dog meget hårde og 
tydelige. Disse emneskift kan fremstå lidt klodsede og forvirrende: ”Unemployment 
went down, household incomes went up, and Massachusetts, under Mitt Romney, saw 
its credit rating upgraded.”Mitt and I also go to different churches” (Bilag 4:9). 
Ryan afslutter corpus med et længere stykke narratio, som fører til talens peroratio, 
der starter således: 
  
”The right that makes all the difference now, is the right to choose our own leaders. And 
you are entitled to the clearest possible choice, because the time for choosing is 
drawing near. So here is our pledge” (Bilag 4:9). 
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Han vender her tilbage til pointen med talen – at han står foran folket, fordi der skal 
vælges en præsident, og det er befolkningens beslutning. Talen bliver meget let og 
følelsespræget, da Ryan her spiller på patos-appel. Afslutningen bruger han til at 
opfordre og genopfriske talens højdepunkter. Eksempelvis ved denne udtalelse: ”The 
work ahead will be hard. These times demand the best of us – all of us, but we can do 
this. Together, we can do this” (Bilag 4:10). 
  
Ryans tale er fyldt med retoriske virkemidler. For eksempel benytter han sig 
adskillige gange af gentagelser igennem hele talen. 
  
”I accept the duty to help lead our nation out of a jobs crisis and back to prosperity – 
and I know we can do this. 
  
I accept the calling of my generation to give our children the America that was given to 
us, with opportunity for the young and security for the old – and I know that we are 
ready” (Bilag 4:10). 
  
I dette citat går både “I accept” og “and I know” igen. Citatet her ses allerede helt i 
begyndelsen af talen. Senere gentages “It began” og “it ends” i de to efterfølgende 
sætninger. “Began” og “ends” er også modsætninger, som er endnu et retorisk 
virkemiddel. Denne start- og slutudvikling bruger Ryan til at illustrere, hvordan en 
krise sluttede med en anden krise. For igen at indikere hvordan Obama på flere 
punkter har fejlet. I peroratio gør Ryan også brug af gentagelser såsom: ”We will not 
duck the tough issues, we will lead” (Bilag 4:9). “We will not” og “we will” nævnes 
begge tre gange lige efter hinanden. Kort tid efter udtaler Ryan sig således: ”We can 
get this country working again. We can get this economy growing again. We can 
make the safety net safe again. We can do this” (Bilag 4:9). 
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Nogle enkelte gange ses andre retoriske virkemidler. For eksempel: ”[…] like a ship 
trying to sail on yesterday's wind” (Bilag 4:5). Her benytter han sig af billedsprog, 
hvilket næsten giver et poetisk twist i et afsnit domineret af logos-appel. Ligeledes 
indeholder talen en lille humoristisk kommentar, da Ryan beskriver hvordan ham og 
Romney er forskellige på flere punkter: ”I said, I hope it's not a deal-breaker Mitt, 
but my playlist starts with AC/DC, and ends with Zeppelin” (Bilag 4:8). 
  
Enkelte steder i talen gør Ryan også brug af retoriske spørgsmål. Han siger følgende: 
”He said his job is to "tell a story to the American people" – as if that's the whole 
problem here? He needs to talk more, and we need to be better listeners?” (Bilag 4:5) 
Disse to spørgsmål, som Paul Ryan stiller, besvarer han ikke igen. Som republikaner 
kan man også let gennemskue svaret, og spørgsmålene behøver derfor heller ikke 
noget svar. Formålet er at latterliggøre og håne Obama ved at stille nogle spørgsmål, 
der næsten fremstår dumme og forsimplede. 
  
Det kan således konkluderes, at Paul Ryan, i sin tale, benytter sig af en del retoriske 
virkemidler. Forskellige steder i talen benytter han sig af de samme virkemidler, men 
han gør også flittigt brug af en større variation af forskellige virkemidler. Talen ender 
med at blive en smule kunstig, og fejler i forsøget på at fremstå hellig med 
billedsprog og adskillige gentagelser. 
  
Sprogformen i Paul Ryans tale er aptum, passende. Ryan har forstand på sit emne og 
han brænder for det. Han brænder for, at Obama ikke skal genvælges som USA’s 
præsident, og hvorfor Mitt Romney skal overtage posten i Det Hvide Hus – dette er 
med til styrke Ryans- og talens etos. Modtagerne, lytterne til talen, er indforstået med 
talens indhold og formål. Derudover tilhører hovedparten af lytterne formodentlig det 
samme politiske ståsted som Ryan, da talens situation, tid og sted, er ved det 
republikanske konvent. Dette gør, at Ryan ikke har det store behov for at være mere 
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overbevisende end ellers, hvor der blandt tilhørerne kunne befinde sig demokrater og 
andre usikre vælgere, som overtales til at sætte deres kryds ved Romney-Ryan-
alliancen. 
 
Retorisk brug af Den Amerikanske Drøm 
Paul Ryan benytter sig af origin story, når han taler om den amerikanske drøm. Dog 
kommer det ikke tydeligt til udtryk. Citatet her er Ryans mest præcise og direkte brug 
af origin story: 
  
”When I was waiting tables, washing dishes, or mowing lawns for money, I never 
thought of myself as stuck in some station in life. I was on my own path, my own 
journey, an American journey where I could think for myself, decide for myself, define 
happiness for myself. That's what we do in this country. That's the American Dream. 
That's freedom, and I'll take it any day over the supervision and sanctimony of the 
central planners” (Bilag 4:8). 
  
Der lægges en utrolig vægt på egen frihed i den republikanske version af den 
amerikanske drøm, hvilket Ryan også prøver at udtrykke i det ovenstående citat. Han 
fortæller sin egen succeshistorie. Ryan er blevet en kendt politiker og det er sket 
gennem frihed til selv at tænke og bestemme over eget liv. At vælge en republikaner 
med disse standpunkter vil betyde, at alle amerikanerne vil få muligheden for at 
udleve deres drøm, da det netop er den republikanske drøm der giver muligheden for 
dette. I hvert fald ifølge Paul Ryan. 
  
Ligeledes gør Ryan også brug af America idealized, da han inddrager sin mors 
historie som et eksempel på den amerikanske drøm: 
  
”My Mom started a small business, and I've seen what it takes. Mom was 50 when my 
Dad died. She got on a bus every weekday for years, and rode 40 miles each morning to 
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Madison. She earned a new degree and learned new skills to start her small business. It 
wasn't just a new livelihood. It was a new life. And it transformed my Mom from a 
widow in grief to a small businesswoman whose happiness wasn't just in the past. Her 
work gave her hope. It made our family proud. And to this day, my Mom is my role 
model” (Bilag 4:6). 
  
Her fremstiller Ryan et konkret eksempel på en succeshistorie som ”tilfældigvis” 
omhandler sin mor. Ydermere er Ryans historie om sin mor også et eksempel på 
rugged individualist. Videre ses der, i hele Paul Ryans tale, spor af the vision thing, 
hvor Ryan påpeger, at den republikanske regering vil bringe USA på ret køl igen. 
  
Den Amerikanske Drøm & Paul Ryan 
Ved det republikanske konvent definerer Paul Ryan den amerikanske drøm i løbet af 
sin tale: 
 
”When I was waiting tables, washing dishes, or mowing lawns for money, I never 
thought of myself as stuck in some station in life. I was on my own path, my own 
journey, an American journey where I could think for myself, decide for myself, define 
happiness for myself. That’s what we do in this country. That’s the American Dream. 
That’s freedom, and I’ll take it any day over the supervision and sanctimony of the 
central planners” (Bilag 4:8). 
 
For Ryan handler den amerikanske drøm om at kunne bestemme over eget liv, og 
ikke sidde fast i den nederste del af samfundet. Men også at kunne definere og skabe 
sin egen lykke og at have muligheden for at tænke selv. Lykken er at være fri. Især 
frihed fra overvågning og indblanding fra regeringen. 
Ryans mor har levet den amerikanske drøm, idet hun har formået at starte et nyt liv. 
Hun har ved personlig fremgang og god arbejdsmoral gået fra at være enke til 
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succesfuld forretningskvinde som nu er uafhængig af andre og kan definere og skabe 
sin egen lykke: 
 
”My Mom started a small business, and I've seen what it takes. […] She got on a bus 
every weekday for years, and rode 40 miles each morning to Madison. She earned a 
new degree and learned new skills to start her small business. It wasn't just a new 
livelihood. It was a new life. And it transformed my Mom from a widow in grief to a 
small businesswoman whose happiness wasn't just in the past” (Bilag 4:6). 
 
Alle de mænd og kvinder der har opbygget sig en lille forretning i USA har, ligesom 
Paul Ryans egen mor, taget styringen over deres eget liv. Hun har tænkt selv og er 
blevet sin egen lykkes smed. Disse mennesker har alle udlevet den amerikanske drøm 
(Bilag 4:6). 
Yderligere er drømmen, ifølge Ryan, ikke et synonym med mangel på arbejdspladser 
og virksomheder der lukker. Det lader til, at alt det Barack Obama i sin tid som 
USA’s præsident har fuldført, ikke giver grobund for den amerikanske drøm eller for 
det såkaldte mulighedernes land. Skal man tro Ryan, så har Obama ladet landet gå i 
hundene; USA har sin største gæld nogensinde, og der hærger både finanskrise og 
manglende arbejdspladser i landet. Ryan påstår, at Obama ikke har opfyldt sin pligt 
som USA’s præsident, da han ikke har formået at komme finanskrisen og 
arbejdsløsheden til livs, men derimod har indført Obamacare, hvilket ifølge Ryan, 
blot medfører flere afgifter og skatter: 
 
“What did the taxpayers get out of the Obama stimulus? More debt. That money wasn't 
just spent and wasted – it was borrowed, spent, and wasted. […]Obamacare comes to 
more than two thousand pages of rules, mandates, taxes, fees, and fines that have no 
place in a free country” (Bilag 4:3). 
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Dette strider mod Ryans amerikanske drøm. USA er i Ryans øjne stadig det frie land, 
som de engelske separatister drømte om. Et land hvor alle mænd er frie for politisk 
tyranni. De amerikanske indbyggere skal dermed ikke betale mere end højst 
nødvendigt i skat og afgifter til regeringen, for dermed at give den mere magt i form 
af en voksende formue: ”The choice is whether to put hard limits on economic 
growth, or hard limits on the size of the government, and we choose to limit the 
government” (Bilag 4:7). Ryan fortsætter med at fortælle hvordan regeringen endnu 
har brug for flere penge, på trods af de nye skatter og afgifter der kom med det nye 
sundhedssystem. Det har resulteret i, at regeringen har taget penge fra Medicare, en 
offentlig sundhedsforsikring, og hvordan dette nærmest er et forræderi mod 
samfundets ældre borgere: 
”They needed hundreds of billions more. So, they just took it all away from Medicare. 
Seven hundred and sixteen billion dollars, funneled out of Medicare by President 
Obama. An obligation we have to our parents and grandparents is being sacrificed, 
all to pay for a new entitlement we didn't even ask for. The greatest threat to 
Medicare is Obamacare, and we're going to stop it” (Bilag 4:4). 
Paul Ryan laver i sin tale en direkte henvendelse til den siddende præsident, idet han 
understreger hvordan USA’s fundamentale grundlag stadig er gældende den dag i 
dag. Efter Obamas indtræden som præsident har regeringen fået mere magt i og med, 
at Obamacare, som præsidenten fik indført, er et offentligt foretagende, som alle er 
dækket af. Dette mener Ryan strider imod de grundlæggende love og regler, som 
landet blev bygget på: 
”They are the moral creed of our country, as powerful in our time, as on the day of 
America's founding. They are self-evident and unchanging, and sometimes, even 
presidents need reminding, that our rights come from nature and God, not from 
government” (Bilag 4:9). 
Her kommer de fundamentale rettigheder igen til syne, som står amerikanernes 
hjerter nær. Heriblandt, at alle fødes frie og lige overfor loven. Den republikanske 
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drøm består i bund og grund af retten til at kunne bestemme selv, og ikke at skulle 
finde sig i for meget indblanding fra regeringen, samt ikke at være offer for høje 
skatter og afgifter. Groft sagt står man alene i den republikanske drøm og regeringen 
skal være et lille organ i samfundet. 
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Bill Clinton 
Bill Clinton (1946) er medlem af det demokratiske parti og tidligere præsident for 
USA. I 1976 blev Clinton valgt som Arkansas’ attorney general, og i 1978 blev han 
USA's yngste guvernør i 40 år. I 1992 blev han præsident, og seks år senere kom han 
i Repræsentanternes Hus, men i 1999 blev han fritstillet af Senatet
8
. 
Under det amerikanske præsidentvalg har Bill Clinton støttet den siddende præsident 
og demokraternes præsidentkandidat Barack Obama. Den valgte tale blev afholdt ved 
det demokratiske konvent 5.september 2012. 
  
Retorisk analyse 
Det er tydeligt at se i Bill Clintons tale, at den afholdes efter, at Paul Ryan har talt. 
Flere steder refererer Clinton direkte til republikanernes konvent i Tampa. Et af de 
mest tydelige eksempler er dog i Ryans tale, hvor han siger: ”I have never seen 
opponents so silent about their record, […]” (Bilag 4:1). Clinton kommer med en 
direkte respons på denne påstand Ryan fremstiller: ”Look at his record. Look at his 
record. Look at his record” (Bilag 1:4). Hvor stor en forskel det gør, at Clinton har 
skrevet sin tale efter Ryan kan være svært at sige, men det er tydeligt, at Clinton 
benytter sig af muligheden for at svare igen på Ryans tale. Clinton kan således 
klargøre overfor tilhørerne, hvad Ryan har skabt af usikkerhed omkring Obama og 
regeringen. 
  
Bill Clintons tale kan også inddeles i tre tidligere nævnte dele: exordium, corpus og 
peroratio. Exordium, forretten og peroratio, desserten består af de ”bløde” og patos-
prægede argumenter, hvor talens hovedret, er mere præget af tørre facts og brug af 
logos-argumenter. Et af eksemplerne på et blødt patos-argument fra starten af talen, 
er hvor Clinton sætter sin tillid til Obamas tro på en ny, stærk økonomi, der samtidig 
                                                          
8
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indkapsler den amerikanske drøm: ”I want a man who believes with no doubt that we 
can build a new American dream economy, driven by innovation and creativity, by 
education and, yes, by cooperation” (Bilag 1:1). Dette citat indeholder også et vis 
etos-element, ligesom alle hans andre jeg-udtalelser, i og med, at Clinton er tidligere 
demokratisk præsident. Et eksempel på et argument præget af patos fra den sidste del 
af talen, der også indeholder et etos-element, er hvor han erklærer sin kærlighed til 
USA, og garanterer, at landet kommer tilbage på fode:   
 
”Look, I love our country so much. And I know we’re coming back. For more than 200 
years, through every crisis, we’ve always come back. People have predicted our demise 
ever since George Washington was criticized for being a mediocre surveyor with a bad 
set of wooden, false teeth. And so far every single person that’s bet against America has 
lost money, because we always come back” (Bilag 1:17). 
 
Som sagt er det den midterste del af talen, hvor argumenterne ændrer sig fra at være 
patos til logos. Det er her hvor de kolde facts og tørre tal optræder, hvilket gør talen 
mere kedelig og sværere at huske for tilhørerne. Ydermere appellerer Clintons tale 
også til logikken og fornuften, når de tørre tal fremlægges ”So what’s the job score? 
Republicans: twenty-four million. Democrats: forty-two” (Bilag 1:2). 
Overgangen mellem forretten og hovedretten sker forholdsvist tidligt, da meningen 
med forretten er, at det skal være en appetitvækker. Clinton slutter exordium af med 
at sige: ”... I proudly nominate him to be the standard bearer of the Democratic 
Party” (Bilag 1:1). Hvorefter selve corpus starter med: ”Now, folks, in Tampa a few 
days ago, we heard a lot of talk...” (Bilag 1:6). Man kan tydeligt fornemme, at det er 
her Clinton begynder at gå i dybden med sin tale, da han starter hårdt ud med at 
kommentere på Paul Ryans tale som blev afholdt få dage før. Clinton nævner 
hvordan Paul Ryan beskylder demokraterne for at være alt for afhængige af staten. 
Efterfølgende argumenterer Clinton imod Paul Ryans opstand, hvor han meget hurtigt 
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benytter sig af elementet argumentatio. I sin tale inddrager Clinton modpartens 
argumenter, hvor han efterfølgende nedbryder disse argumenter ved at 
modargumentere dem. Dette finder sted igennem hele corpus. Flere gange ses det 
også, når der sker et emneskift i talen, hvor Clinton runder af ved at nævne Obamas 
genvalg. For eksempel: ”Senator, I hate to break it to you, but we’re going to keep 
President Obama on the job” (Bilag 1:5). Talen handler om hvordan størstedelen af 
republikanerne ser ned på samarbejde med demokraterne, mens Obama og Clinton 
selv ser samarbejdet som en positiv ting på rigtig mange områder. Efter det 
sidstnævnte citat tager Bill Clinton et emneskift, og selvom han igen inddrager Paul 
Ryans tale i Tampa, lægger Clinton nu vægt på, hvordan republikanerne er utrolig 
gode til at snakke om ingenting, og han kommer med ingen konkrete forslag til 
hvordan økonomien skal forbedres. 
  
Talens narratio består af emnets baggrund og beskrivelse af det. I dette tilfælde kan 
man argumentere for, at talen indeholder flere emner, selvom det overordnede 
budskab og formål er det samme. Corpus består af tre emner: ”We’re all in this 
together” (samarbejde), ”Obama har ikke gjort hvad han lovede” (økonomi og 
beskæftigelse) og landets gæld. Disse tre emner har alle en narratio inkorporeret i 
deres argumentatio. Mens Clinton argumenterer for Obama, fortæller han ligeledes 
om, hvorfor præsidentens beslutninger var de rigtige. Dette gør Clinton både som et 
argument i sig selv, men også for at oplyse tilskuerne om emnet. 
Sidst er der peroratio. Ligesom exordium, fylder slutningen ikke meget i talen. Men 
igen ses der en klar overgang mellem corpus og peroratio. Clinton slutter corpus med 
denne sætning: ”It passes the arithmetic test and, far more important, it passes the 
values test” (Bilag 1:16). Herefter starter peroratio med: ”My fellow Americans, all of 
us in this grand hall and everybody watching at home, when we vote in this election, 
we’ll be deciding what kind of country we want to live in” (Bilag 1:16). 
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Clinton er langt mere beskeden end Ryan med sin brug af retoriske virkemidler i sin 
tale. Et eksempel på en gentagelse ses tidligt i Clintons tale, i exordium, hvor han 
tydeliggør over for tilhørerne, at han ønsker at stemme på Obama som præsident. “I 
want to nominate a man […]”(Bilag 1:1). Dette er den del af sætningen som 
gentages. Ofte er gentagelser med til at vække følelser hos tilhøreren, og dette skaber 
patos-appel. 
  
“I want to nominate a man whose own life has known its fair share of adversity and 
uncertainty. I want to nominate a man who ran for president to change the course of an 
already weak economy and then […]” (Bilag 1:1). 
  
Desuden benytter Clinton sig af en indirekte brug af etos. Det at Bill Clinton selv 
ønsker at stemme på Obama, og det at han nævner det flere gange, udstråler accept og 
tillid til Obama, hvor Clinton selv udtrykker troværdighed, fordi han er tidligere 
præsident. 
  
Senere, i corpus, benytter Clinton sig igen af en gentagelse: ”Look at his record. Look 
at his record. Look at his record” (Bilag 1:4). Her benytter Clinton sig af logos, da 
han refererer til statistikker om Obamas samarbejdsvillighed med republikanerne. 
Endvidere skaber det en dramatisk effekt at gentage sætningen, hvilket også er 
pointen i denne gentagelse. 
Talen indeholder også spor og hints af humor og ironi. Især når republikanerne 
omtales: 
  
“This Republican narrative, this alternative universe says that... 
... every one of us in this room who amounts to anything, we’re all completely self-
made. One of the greatest chairmen the Democratic Party ever had, Bob Strauss, used 
to say that every politician wants every voter to believe he was born in a log cabin he 
built himself” (Bilag 1:1f). 
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“[...] that they all love their families and their children, and we’re grateful they’ve been 
born in America, and all -- really, I’m not being -- they did” (Bilag 1:1f). 
  
Flere gange igennem videooptagelsen
9
 af talen, kan man høre publikum le. Dette 
viser tydeligt, at tilhørerne finder Clintons tale humoristisk. I citaterne ovenfor 
indikerer det første et mindre strejf af ironi, hvor Bill Clinton påstår, at alle 
republikanerne ønsker at fremstå som om de har kæmpet sig fra bunden og op i 
samfundets top. Det ironiske er her, at det sjældent er sagen, at alle kommer fra 
fattige hjem, ikke sagt, at alle republikanerne er født med en sølvske i munden, men 
de er kendt for ofte at vokse op i mere velhavende familier. Sidst i citatet inddrager 
Clinton Bob Strauss, som gør grin med alle politikere om, hvordan de gerne vil 
fremstå som nogen der har levet et hårdt liv og kæmpet en sej kamp, for at nå til det 
sted de er i dag. Ironien og humoren bliver fremhævet ved, at talen inkluderer Bob 
Strauss’ udsagn. Derudover stiller Clinton sig højere end de andre politikere, når han 
med denne påstand fra Strauss gennemskuer de andre politikeres iscenesatte fortid 
med tarvelige kår, samt deres sociale og økonomiske løft i samfundet – deres 
amerikanske drøm. 
  
I det efterfølgende citat omtaler Clinton igen republikanerne, og her refererer han til 
Paul Ryans tale i Tampa, Florida. Med denne udtalelse mener Bill Clinton, at det 
eneste republikanerne kan finde ud af at snakke om er, hvor godt USA er, hvor 
dejlige deres familier er og hvad præsidenten har gjort forkert. Indirekte kritiserer 
Clinton republikanerne for at mangle substanser og dybde i deres taler, dette gør han 
dog med et humoristisk twist, som både får talen til at fremstå let og afslappet, 
underholdende og sjovt samt en smule hånligt over for republikanerne. 
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Talen indeholder ikke mange retoriske virkemidler, kun enkelte gentagelser samt en 
smule humor. Det kan diskuteres om det overhovedet er nødvendigt for talen at have 
flere virkemidler med, da Bill Clinton i sig selv ses som værende utrolig troværdig, 
fordi han selv har siddet på posten som USA’s præsident. Det betyder, at han kender 
til kravene og derfor kan han give en form for ”professionel vurdering” af Obamas tid 
i Det Hvide Hus. Ligeledes er talen fyldt med tal, procenter, sammenligner og 
Obamas resultater de sidste 4 år, som er med til at skabe en overbevisende og 
pålidelig faktor overfor lytterne. 
  
Sprogformen i Bill Clintons tale er både aptum, passende og perspicuitas, 
gennemskuelighed. Aptum-formen ses idet Clinton, ligesom Ryan, har forstand på 
dét han taler om. I dette tilfælde er begge parter, afsender og modtager, enige om 
emnet, og Clinton har derfor, ligesom Ryan, intet større behov for at overbevise 
ubeslutsomme vælgere. Behovet for at overbevise bliver heller ikke større af talens 
tid og sted, da den afholdes ved det demokratiske konvent. 
Sprogformen perspicuitas kan ses i den klarhed der er i talens sprog, fordi Bill 
Clinton benytter sig af mange tal, som er konkrete og håndgribelige. Brugen af tal og 
statistikker er også med til at gøre talen gennemskuelig, fordi disse fakta, som 
fremlægges, kan verificeres ved en undersøgelse. 
  
Retorisk brug af den amerikanske drøm 
I Bill Clintons tale findes der spor af den amerikanske drøm som et retorisk 
virkemiddel. Igennem hele sin tale benytter Clinton sig af two Americas, men i stedet 
for at bringe de fattige og rige sammen, ser Clinton på en forening mellem 
demokrater og republikanere, således at de sammen kan arbejde for en fælles fremtid. 
Clinton gør også brug af the vision thing i sin tale, hvilket kommer særligt til udtryk i 
det følgende citat: 
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”I believe it because President Obamas´s approach embodies the values, the ideas, and 
the direction America has to take to build a 21st-century version of the American 
dream, a nation of shared opportunities, shared responsibilities, shared prosperity, a 
shared sense of community” (Bilag 1:7f). 
  
Clinton snakker her om en fremtid som Obama vil kunne skabe, hvis han bliver 
genvalgt. Den demokratiske version af den amerikanske drøm vil i så fald få 
mulighed for at gro og blomstre. Det er tydeligt at se, at the vision thing bærer stort 
præg af, at Clinton og Obama er demokrater, da punkterne fælles muligheder og 
ansvar, som eksempel, er klare demokratiske holdninger. Det er denne vision Obama 
ønsker at gennemføre ved et genvalg, og det er dette omdrejningspunkt Clinton 
prøver at argumentere for. 
  
Ligeledes gør Clinton igen, i det følgende citat, tydeligt brug af the vision thing. 
Citatet her optræder i slutningen af talen som en opsamling på Obamas standpunkter, 
og hvad et genvalg vil betyde for USA: 
  
”If you want a future of shared prosperity, where the middle class is growing and 
poverty’s declining, where the American dream is really alive and well again, and 
where the United States maintains its leadership as a force for peace and justice and 
prosperity in this highly competitive world, you have to vote for Barack Obama” (Bilag 
1:16). 
  
De demokratiske holdninger kommer også til udtryk i citatet, og hvorledes den 
amerikanske drøm kan udleves ved at Obama fortsætter som præsident. 
   
Den Amerikanske Drøm & Bill Clinton 
Det demokratiske parti er, ifølge den tidligere amerikanske præsident Bill Clinton, 
ikke lige så optaget af selvstændighed og uafhængighed, men mener derimod, at der 
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er et fællesskab der skal tages vare på. I sin tale til det demokratiske konvent i 
Charlotte, beskriver Bill Clinton hvordan demokraterne ser den amerikanske drøm i 
forhold til republikanerne: 
 
“We Democrats, we think the country works better with a strong middle class, with real 
opportunities for poor folks to work their way into it, with a relentless focus on the 
future, with business and government actually working together to promote growth and 
broadly shared prosperity. You see, we believe that “We’re all in this together” is a far 
better philosophy than “You’re on your own”” (Bilag 1:2).  
 
Bill Clinton mener desuden, at præsident Obamas version af den amerikanske drøm 
kan skabe en ny økonomi, der blandt andet er baseret på kreativitet, innovation og 
ikke mindst samarbejde: ”I want a man who believes […] that we can build a new 
American dream economy, driven by innovation and creativity, by education and, 
yes, by cooperation” (Bilag 1:1). Clinton håner også, i sin tale, republikanernes 
modstand over for fællesskabet og deres fokus på individualisme. Republikanernes 
idealer omkring selvstændighed og uafhængighed bliver kritiseret, og han gør grin 
med hele den traditionelle opfattelse af den amerikanske drøm: 
 
”This Republican narrative, this alternative universe says that..... every one of us in this 
room who amounts to anything, we’re all completely self-made. One of the greatest 
chairmen the Democratic Party ever had, Bob Strauss, used to say that every politician 
wants every voter to believe he was born in a log cabin he built himself” (Bilag 1:1f). 
 
Ydermere vil USA heller ikke kunne gøre nogle fremskridt, da republikanerne ikke er 
meget for at gå på kompromis, men fokuserer derimod kun på at få gennemført egen 
politik. Med en demokratisk regering vil der dog være mulighed for fremgang, da 
demokraterne er villige til at samarbejde på tværs af politiske holdninger og samtidig 
er i stand til at gå på kompromis, hvis man skal tro Bill Clinton. Her følger et 
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eksempel på republikanernes ufrivillighed til at samarbejde med Obama og den 
demokratiske regering: 
 
”[…] as the Senate Republican leader said, in a remarkable moment of candor, two full 
years before the election, their number-one priority was not to put America back to 
work. It was to put the president out of work” (Bilag 1:5). 
 
Desuden giver Clinton republikanerne skylden for, at præsidenten og den 
demokratiske regering ikke har været i stand til at levere et bedre resultat. ”We could 
have done better, but last year the Republicans blocked the president’s job plan, 
costing the economy more than a million new jobs” (Bilag 1:8). Dette viser endnu en 
gang, at den demokratiske drøm omhandler alle, en for alle og alle for en, samt at 
republikanernes drøm bygger på individet alene. Hvilket kan minde om den berømte 
sætning ”survival of the fittest”. I et republikansk samfund vil man altså stå alene og 
være uafhængig af andre, hvor man derimod i et demokratisk samfund kan læne sig 
op ad andre. 
I den sidste del af talen opfordrer Clinton vælgerne til at stemme på Obama, hvis de 
ønsker fælles velstand, hvor middelklassen er stærk, og hvor den amerikanske drøm 
lever i bedste velgående. Dette indikerer, at Clinton har en klar fornemmelse af, hvad 
den amerikanske drøm virkelig går ud på, og at tilhørerne har den samme 
grundforståelse af konceptet den amerikanske drøm: 
 
”If -- if you want a future of shared prosperity, where the middle class is growing and 
poverty’s declining, where the American dream is really alive and well again, and 
where the United States maintains its leadership as a force for peace and justice and 
prosperity in this highly competitive world, you have to vote for Barack Obama” (Bilag 
1:16). 
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Den Europæiske Drøm & Demokraterne 
Forskellen mellem den republikanske- og den demokratiske drøm ser ud til at være 
stærk individualitet overfor solidarisk fællesskab. Rifkin definerer den europæiske 
drøm som en spejlvendt version af den amerikanske, hvor elementer såsom 
fællesskab og indbyrdes afhængighed er i centrum, og hvor den høje arbejdsmoral 
ikke bliver hyldet i samme grad, som i den amerikanske drøm (Rifkin 2006:21). Man 
kan derfor diskutere, om demokraternes opfattelse af den amerikanske drøm i 
virkeligheden er ved at rodfæste sig i den europæiske mentalitet, den såkaldte 
europæiske drøm. Som tidligere nævnt, kommer Clinton ind på de to partiers 
opfattelser af den amerikanske drøm, og opsummerer sit bud på forskellene: 
 
”My fellow Americans, all of us in this grand hall and everybody watching at home, 
when we vote in this election, we’ll be deciding what kind of country we want to live in. 
If you want a winner-take- all, you’re-on-your-own society, you should support the 
Republican ticket. But if you want a country of shared opportunities and shared 
responsibility, a we’re-all-in-this-together society, you should vote for Barack Obama 
and Joe Biden” (Bilag 1:16). 
  
Her ses det, at der bliver lagt vægt på de samme værdier man kan se i den europæiske 
drøm. Men som sagt kan det diskuteres hvorvidt demokraternes ”drøm” er importeret 
fra Europa, og hvis det er tilfældet, er det så overhovedet den amerikanske drøm 
længere? Måske er den moderne amerikanske drøm ved at udvikle sig til at være 
mere ”europæisk”, og ellers er det demokratiske parti ved at forlade sit eget lands 
grundtanke til fordel for en anden. Men på trods af den lighed der findes med den 
europæiske drøm, lader det til, at idéerne omkring fællesskab og samarbejde, er en 
del af Clintons amerikanske drøm; da han i sin tale beskriver hvordan præsident 
Obama vil skabe en moderne amerikansk drøm. En drøm, hvor USA tydeligt anses 
for at være ét stort fællesskab:   
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”Now, why do I believe it? I’m fixing to tell you why. I believe it because President 
Obama’s approach embodies the values, the ideas, and the direction America has to 
take to build a 21st-century version of the American dream, a nation of shared 
opportunities, shared responsibilities, shared prosperity, a shared sense of community” 
(Bilag 1:7f). 
 
Alligevel kan det være svært at lægge sig fast på, om fremtidens demokratiske drøm 
er en direkte kopi af den europæiske, da den amerikanske patriotisme ligger dybt 
inkorporeret i mange amerikanere. 
Ved at Bill Clinton snakker som et USA, og en amerikansk drøm som lægger vægt på 
fælles muligheder, kan der både appelleres til folk der vægter familie højest, og som 
ikke vier sit liv til sit arbejde. Republikanerne ser derimod deres drøm gennem 
økonomisk velstand og hård arbejdsmoral. Her går demokraterne dog et skridt videre 
og sætter spørgsmålstegn ved, om rigdom er løsningen på den amerikanske drøm.  
Den demokratiske drøm er på den måde i gang med at distancere sig fra de 
grundlæggende principper, som den amerikanske drøm bunder i. Som Humphrey 
nævner, tror hovedparten af republikanerne allerede på den amerikanske drøm, men 
demokraterne består af en langt større variation af mennesker end det republikanske 
parti (Humphrey 2012:location 679). Dette kan både være minoritetsgrupper, 
indvandrere og den faste kerne af loyale demokrater. Disse immigranter kan have 
meget svært ved at forholde sig til den amerikanske drøm, da den bunder i USA’s 
historie og kultur; og det er netop derfor, at det demokratiske parti er nødt til at 
udvikle den amerikanske drøm, således at den tiltaler alle deres vælgere og samtidig 
tiltrækker skeptikere. Det behov for at kunne nå ud til så mange vælgere gør netop, at 
demokraterne må vælge fællesskabet frem for egen succes, da mange af USA’s 
immigranter, som sagt, muligvis ikke ser den amerikanske drøm som en naturlig del 
af livet i USA. Alt dette er dermed, med til at gøre den demokratiske drøm mere 
europæisk.  
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Roland Barthes & Myter 
Barthes (1915-1980) var en fransk skribent, der i 1960’erne arbejdede ud fra 
strukturalismens tanker omkring tegnsystemer, hvor han dertil udviklede en 
refleksion over betydningsdannelsens problemer i en semiotik, som blev 
banebrydende i begyndelse af 1970’erne10. 
  
Roland Barthes forsøger i sin bog Mytologier at give et moderne svar på, hvad myten 
er. Det korte svar på dette er ifølge Barthes, at myten er tale (Barthes 1970:229). 
Barthes fortsætter og uddyber myten på følgende måde: 
 
”Men hvad der fra første færd bør understreges kraftigt er, at myten er et 
kommunikationssystem, den er et budskab. Deraf følger at myten ikke er at opfatte som 
et objekt, et begreb eller en idé; den er en betydningsmodus, den er en form” (Barthes 
1970:229). 
 
Mytens essentielle egenskab, påpeger Barthes, er den måde den ytres på. Han tilføjer, 
at der ikke eksisterer nogen forskel på de mystiske objekter. Alt der kan italesættes, 
kan gøres til en myte, eftersom myten er tale (Barthes 1970:229). Barthes 
understreger samtidig, at intet kan forhindre folk i at tale om forskellige ting i verden 
(Barthes 1970:229f). Dermed vil der næsten altid opstå myter rundt omkring i verden. 
Ifølge Barthes er det også folket selv, der bestemmer en mytes levetid og hvad den 
skal blive til. Han forklarer hvordan menneskehedens historie danner fundamentet på 
myternes opstandelse (Barthes 1970:230). Myten er blot ”en udtryksmåde som 
historien har besluttet sig for: den kan ikke være et resultat af tingenes ”natur”” 
(Barthes 1970:230). 
                                                          
10
 
http://www.denstoredanske.dk/Kunst_og_kultur/Litteratur/Udenlandske_kritikere/Roland_Barthes 
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Yderligere fastsætter Barthes, at myten både kan være skriftlig og mundtlig – og 
desuden komme til udtryk gennem billeder. En myte kan optræde i fotografier, film, 
radio, sport, teater, reklame og altså i skriftlig fremstilling (Barthes 1970:230). 
 
Barthes semiologiske system 
Ifølge semiologien forbindes termerne udtryk og indhold, idet de tilsammen udgør et 
tegn. Disse tre begreber spiller sammen i et lingvistisk system. Systemet hænger 
sådan sammen, at hvert tegn giver udtryk for indhold. Tegnet fungerer som 
associationstotaliteten, som er en sammensætning af indholdet, og det der bliver 
afspejlet i indholdet (Barthes 1970:234). Eksempelvis kan man, som Barthes vælger 
at gøre det, bruge eksemplet ”træ”. Ordet træ har nemlig både udtryk og indhold. 
Indholdet er træet som vi kender det, når vi ser det i skoven, og tegnet forbinder dette 
indhold med udtrykket, som når vi udtaler ordet ”træ” eller skriver bogstaverne t-r-æ. 
I mytologien bygges systemet videre således, at det oprindelige tegn bliver reduceret 
til blot at være et udtryk. Her mister det altså sin substans og sit indhold (Barthes 
1970:236). Dette ”nye” tegn, som nu er uden indhold, kalder Barthes for form. 
Formen har så at sige udtømt den oprindelige mening tegnet havde, og fylder nu 
denne tomme form med nyt indhold – og ny mening. Dette begrebsindhold opstår på 
baggrund af de kontekstuelle og historiske rammer. Myten bliver nu kendetegnet som 
en betydningsmekanisme bestående af form og begrebsindhold. Hvis der ikke 
eksisterede noget begrebsindhold, men blot en form, ville der ikke eksistere nogen 
myte. Myten skabes altså som en betydningsmekanisme (Barthes 1970:237f). Den 
nye udtømte form tillægges et begrebsindhold bestående af de kontekstuelle og 
historiske omstændigheder, og dermed skabes myten. 
 
I sin bog bringer Barthes forskellige eksempler på det, som han kalder for den 
mytiske sprogform (Barthes 1970:237). Det første eksempel er et eksempel fra én af 
hans latintimer, hvor der arbejdes grammatisk med sætningen ”jeg hedder løven” 
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(Barthes 1970:237). Når denne sætning indføres i et lingvistisk system mister 
sætningen sin grammatiske hensigt, og opnår dermed en ny historie om løven som vi 
får gennem de associationer, vi gør os, når vi tænker på en løve. Alt omkring hvad 
løven spiser, hvordan den ser ud, hvor den lever, hvor den ligger placeret i fødekæden 
osv. Alle disse tanker, som forekommer, når ordet ”løve” italesættes (Barthes 
1970:240). Til gengæld vil dette eksempel miste al sin betydning, hvad angår historie, 
associationer og geografiske omstændigheder, hvis den bliver betragtet i mytisk form. 
Næsten alt omkring løven vil falde bort i mytisk form. Formen har således udtømt 
meningen med tegnet (løven og løvens historie) og skal nu fyldes af det, som Barthes 
kalder for en betydningsmekanisme (Barthes 1970:240). Det er her ikke længere 
løvens historie, der er det essentielle, men derimod dét, det egentlig handlede om – 
nemlig det grammatiske eksempel. Ifølge Barthes er det begrebsindholdet der 
indfører en hel ny slags historie i myten (Barthes 1970:241). Begrebsindholdet 
indeholder de kontekstuelle og historiske omstændigheder, der er med til at skabe 
myten. Ydermere påpeger Barthes følgende om begrebsindholdet: 
 
”I det øjeblik billedet går over fra mening til form, mister det en slags viden for så 
meget desto bedre at kunne optage en anden, nemlig begrebsindholdet. Når det kommer 
til stykket, er den viden som rummes i det mytiske begrebsindhold en uklar viden der 
bygger på vage associationer uden skarpe konturer” (Barthes 1970:242).  
 
Dét der fortælles her er det, som vi allerede har vist et eksempel på med løvens 
historie, der erstattes af Barthes’ historie om hans egen tid. Barthes hævder, at det 
fundamentale træk ved det mytiske begrebsindhold er, at det er tilpasset (Barthes 
1970:242). Sætningen ”jeg hedder løven” mister altså sin betydning omkring løven, 
da den udelukkende er tilpasset Barthes og de andre elever i Barthes’ latintime. 
Som endnu et eksempel på den mytiske sprogform bruger Barthes et billede på en 
forside af et fransk blad han ser, en dag han er til barberen. Billedet forestiller en sort 
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mand i fransk militæruniform, der gør honnør til det franske flag. Et billede, der 
ifølge Barthes, meget vel skal betyde: 
 
”At Frankrig er et stort imperium, at alle landets sønner uden hensyn til hudfarve gør 
tro tjeneste under fanen, og at der ikke findes noget bedre svar på kritikken af den 
påståede kolonialisme end den iver som den sorte mand lægger for dagen for at tjene 
sine påståede undertrykkere” (Barthes 1970:238). 
 
På samme måde som i eksemplet med løven, mister den sorte mand sin historie. Der 
mistes en form for viden om ham, som derefter erstattes og opfyldes af 
begrebsindholdet, der i dette tilfælde er Frankrigs karakter af imperium. Som form 
alene, uden begrebsindhold, har billedet af den sorte mand, ifølge Barthes, en kort og 
isoleret mening; ”[...] men med det franske imperium som begrebsindhold bliver han 
igen sat i forbindelse med verden som totalitet, med Frankrigs historie i al 
almindelighed, med dets kolonieventyr, med dets nuværende (1956) vanskeligheder” 
(Barthes 1970:241). Også i dette eksempel er begrebsindholdet tilpasset på samme 
måde som i løve-eksemplet, som var tilpasset en bestemt gruppe skoleelever i en 
latintime. Som Barthes skriver, det i forbindelse med eksemplet med den sorte mand 
der gør honnør, er Frankrigs karakter som imperium noget, der sikkert virker 
gribende på særlige læsere, men ikke på andre (Barthes 1970:242). Derfor bliver 
begrebsindholdet også i denne situation tilpasset mytens kontekstuelle og historiske 
omstændigheder. 
 
Når man ikke adskiller form og begrebsindhold, og læser myten som den er tilsigtet, 
kaldes det, ifølge Barthes, naturlig læsning (Barthes 1970:254). En mytolog vil, som 
Barthes siger det, kunne se igennem myten og opløse betydningsmekanismen - myten 
- ved at adskille form og begrebsindhold. En mytolog vil så at sige kunne se det 
unaturlige i myten. Roland Barthes nævner tre forskellige måder at tyde og fortolke 
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en myte på. Tydningen kommer dog an på hvilken tilgang man har til myten. Barthes 
stiller de tre eksempler op. I det første eksempel lægger Barthes vægt på et tomt 
udtryk. Her forklarer han, hvordan begrebsindholdet kan udfylde myten, da 
betydningsmekanismen af udtrykket tillægger ordet værdi (Barthes 1970:252). I det 
næste eksempel lægger Barthes vægt på et fyldt udtryk. I dette eksempel forklarer 
Barthes, hvordan mytologer kan dechifrere, adskille og dermed opløse myter. Han 
fortæller hvordan mytologen ”[...] opløser mytens betydningsmekanisme” (Barthes 
1970:252). Barthes mener desuden, at myten er et ”bedrag”, hvorfor det derfor er 
muligt at skelne mellem mening og form (Barthes 1970:252). I det sidste eksempel 
med myten som uopløselig, modtager Barthes et mangetydigt indtryk fra myten. Hvis 
mytens udtryksstørrelse er uopløselig ved både mening og form, skal man, ifølge 
Barthes, reagere på mytens grundlæggende mekanisme (Barthes 1970:252). Man skal 
læse myten og dermed forstå dens tilstedeværelse. Kan man dette, kan man 
gennemskue myten (Barthes 1970:252). 
 
Med udgangspunkt i disse tre forskellige eksempler på tolkning og tydning af myter, 
mener Barthes, at det er op til læseren af myten, selv at gøre myten til hvad den skal 
være. Hvis læseren tager myten for dét den er, stiller Barthes spørgsmålstegn ved 
interessen i at præsentere den for læseren. Hvis læseren vælger tydningsmåde to og 
skelner meningen fra formen, opløser betydningsmekanismen og ser den som et 
bedrag, vil det ifølge Barthes blive betydningen af det påståede alibi, der bliver 
afgørende for tydningen og tolkningen af myten (Barthes 1970:253). I tredje 
tydningsmåde forklarer Barthes, at hvis man helt glemmer mytens omstændigheder 
og sætter myten op for sig selv, bliver ”[...] mytens intension for uklar til at være 
effektiv, eller også alt for klar til at man kan tro på den” (Barthes 1970:253). 
 
Myten er tale. Men ifølge Barthes kan myten inden for dette også kategoriseres som 
en stjålet sprogform. Han fortæller, at myten forvandler en mening til form, og derfor 
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bliver myten et tyveri af en sproglig form. I sit eksempel, hvor den sorte mand gør 
honnør, påpeger Barthes, at han stjæler denne sorte mands baggrund for at belyse og 
naturalisere det franske imperium og det er sådan, at myten fungerer som stjålet 
sprogform. Han gør samtidig opmærksom på, at myten kan opstå gennem en hvilken 
som helst mening (Barthes 1970:256f). 
 
Ligeledes kategoriserer Barthes myten som en afpolitiseret taleform. Her tales der 
om, hvordan myten i kommunikation mellem mennesker drejes fra anti-fysis til 
pseudo-fysis (Barthes 1970:268). Anti-fysis er det, der kendetegner og beskriver 
virkeligheden som vi kender den, mens det pseudo-fysiske kan forstås som 
ideologier, eller som noget der opstår i tankerne hos mennesker. 
Roland Barthes forklarer myten som afpolitiseret taleform ved først at gøre 
opmærksom på, at ordet politik skal forstås som et vidt begreb, ”[...] som dækkende 
helheden af menneskelige relationer i deres virkelige og sociale struktur, i deres evne 
til at forarbejde verden” (Barthes 1970:269). Forstavelsen af-, understreger Barthes 
som en vigtig del, da den dækker over ”[...] en operativ bevægelse, den aktualiserer 
igen og igen at noget forsvinder bort” (Barthes 1970:269). Han eksemplificerer 
myten som afpolitiseret taleform ved genbrug af eksemplet med den sorte mand, der 
gør honnør. Dét som, i den sammenhæng, forsvinder bort er, ifølge Barthes, ”[...] 
kolonialismens tilfældige, historiske, kort sagt tilblevne kvalitet” (Barthes 1970:269). 
Således bliver det, der står tilbage altså Frankrigs karakter som imperium, som er dét, 
der her skal fremhæves (Barthes 1970:269). Som bevist gennem Barthes er 
”[...]Mytens funktion at bortfjerne virkeligheden” (Barthes 1970:269). Derudover er 
det at fylde den nye virkelighed op med ”natur” – altså noget som vi mennesker 
finder naturligt. Vrangen vendes ud på virkeligheden, og myten skaber derefter et 
naturligt billede af denne nye virkelighed (Barthes 1970:269). Dette lader sig gøre 
gennem mytens egenskaber af at være en stjålet sprogform og en afpolitiseret 
taleform. 
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For at opsummere kan det gennem Barthes konkluderes, at myten er tale, den er et 
kommunikationssystem, den er et budskab. Myten kan fremkomme af alt, der kan 
omtales. Alt hvad der er skriftligt og mundtligt kan blive til en myte. Tydningen af 
myten bliver op til det enkelte individ at fortolke, sådan som Barthes fremlægger det. 
Vi har set, at der, ifølge ham, findes tre forskellige måder, hvorpå man kan tyde og 
fortolke en myte. Alt dette fortæller os, at myten er en kompliceret størrelse, der kan 
opstå af næsten alt og som kan blive, hvad man gør den til. 
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Diskussion 
Det er næsten uundgåeligt, at den amerikanske drøm bliver brugt i taler under den 
amerikanske valgkampagne. For eksempel bliver den amerikanske drøm nævnt i alle 
fire taler som dette projekt arbejder ud fra. Selv de politikere der kommer fra en mere 
velhavende baggrund, føler et vist pres for at inkorporere den amerikanske drøm i 
deres egen baggrund og identitet, idet denne fortælling har stor betydning i 
amerikansk kultur. Den almene borger ønsker et bevis på, at den amerikanske drøm 
stadig eksisterer, samt en kandidat der selv har formået at overkomme livets 
udfordringer, og ved hjælp af hårdt slid og tro på sig selv, er nået til tops på den 
sociale rangstige. Nogle vælger at gøre hyppigt brug af drømmen. Det gør Michelle 
Obama og Ann Romney, mens andre, som for eksempel Bill Clinton, både bruger den 
amerikanske drøm indirekte og direkte, hvilket skal forstås således, at han direkte 
nævner ordene “den amerikanske drøm”, og samtidig nævner han også “kun” 
elementer, der kendetegner drømmen, som er en mere indirekte brug af den 
amerikanske drøm. 
 
Roland Barthes fastslår at tale er en myte. Det fremgår tydeligt, at Bill Clinton og 
Paul Ryan gør brug af den amerikanske drøm i deres taler. Dette forekommer 
angiveligt, fordi de prøver at vinde stemmer, men også for at påvirke tilhørerne til at 
have tillid til dem – den bruges altså som et virkemiddel i sig selv. Idet Bill Clinton 
siger: ”[…]if you want a future of shared prosperity, [...], where the American dream 
is really alive and well again, […], you have to vote for Barack Obama” (Bilag 1:16) 
bruger han den amerikanske drøm som en del af sit overordnede budskab med det 
formål, at få det amerikanske folk til at stemme på Barack Obama. Hvis der ønskes 
en fremtid, der ifølge Clinton efterlever den amerikanske drøm, skal der stemmes på 
Barack Obama. Som nævnt før fortæller Barthes, at myten ikke defineres som det, 
den er budskab om, men at den defineres ved den måde, hvorpå budskabet fremføres 
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(Barthes 1970:229). Den amerikanske drøm er, hos Clinton, ikke et budskab om at 
stemme på Barack Obama, men i stedet et middel til at fremføre sit budskab om at 
stemme på Barack Obama. Derved kan den amerikanske drøm også kategoriseres 
som en myte. Det kan nemlig her tydeligt ses, hvordan myten er blevet skabt. Ved at 
Clinton bruger den amerikanske drøm som et middel til at overbevise tilhørerne, vil 
dette middel blive en myte, da det bliver italesat på denne måde. 
Paul Ryan bruger samme metode, men han gør det mere indirekte, og han ønsker 
naturligvis at få folket til at stemme på Mitt Romney og ikke Barack Obama. Ryan 
siger: ”So here is our pledge. […] We will not try to replace our founding principles, 
we will reapply our founding principles” (Bilag 4:9f). Disse ”founding principles”, 
som Paul Ryan omtaler, og på den måde refererer tilbage til 
Uafhængighedserklæringen fra 1776. Uafhængighedserklæringen omhandlede blandt 
andet, at er alle mennesker er skabt lige, og at de fundamentale rettigheder blandt 
andet indeholder retten til liv, frihed og ret til at forsøge at stræbe efter lykke
11
. I dette 
ligger det samme budskab, som hos Clinton. Hvis det amerikanske folk ønsker en 
fremtid, der genopliver og genstarter det amerikanske samfund med den amerikanske 
drøm, skal de stemme på Mitt Romney. Igen bliver den amerikanske drøm som myte, 
et middel til at fremføre budskabet. 
 
Ud fra den retoriske analyse kan man se, at den amerikanske drøm bliver brugt i 
patos-sammenhænge, og da Clintons tale hovedsagligt gør brug af logos-appel, 
nævnes den amerikanske drøm kun enkelte gange. Pointen er, at den amerikanske 
drøm er et meget følelsespræget emne som politikere gør bevidst brug af. Humphrey 
inddeler den amerikanske drøm i syv dele, som der tidligere er blevet redegjort for. 
Disse syv dele afspejler drømmens mangfoldighed, som både indeholder 
individualisme, fællesskab, troen på Gud og meget mere. Dette betyder, at grundet 
                                                          
11
 http://ibog.verdenfoer1914.systime.dk/index.php?id=103  
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dens mangfoldighed kan den benyttes på utallige måder. Eksempelvis ved at 
henvende sig til en bestemt lytter eller bringe et specifikt budskab. Det er således 
tydeligt at se, at den amerikanske drøm er et retorisk virkemiddel i sig selv og dens 
inkludering i taler skaber mange muligheder for politikere. 
 
Roland Barthes mytologiske begreber som begrebsindhold og betydningsmekanisme, 
bliver også taget i brug af begge talere. Altså både Bill Clinton og Paul Ryan, gør 
brug af den amerikanske drøm. Den amerikanske drøm optræder mytisk, idet både 
Clinton og Ryan bruger den amerikanske drøm til at vende vrangen ud på 
virkeligheden og erstatte den med en ny naturaliseret virkelighed. Det vil sige en 
virkelighed, som mennesker finder naturlig og i denne sammenhæng er mennesker 
det amerikanske folk. I begge tilfælde tales der om, at USA befinder sig i en 
økonomisk krise og en jobmæssig krise. Den amerikanske drøm er med til at vende 
vrangen ud på virkeligheden og erstatte denne virkelighed med et naturaliseret billede 
af en ny virkelighed. Dette kan ses når Bill Clinton siger: ”I want to nominate a man 
who ran for president to change the course of an already weak economy […]” (Bilag 
1:1). Derefter tilføjes: ”I want a man who believes with no doubt that we can build a 
new American dream economy, […]” (Bilag 1:1). En virkelighed bestående af en 
økonomisk krise, erstattes altså af et nyt billede af en ny naturlig virkelighed. 
Virkeligheden tømmes for mening og indhold, og erstattes af et nyt begrebsindhold 
som er tilpasset mytens kontekstuelle og historiske omstændigheder, i skikkelse af 
den amerikanske drøm. Således optræder den amerikanske drøm mytisk, i form af at 
være dét, som Roland Barthes kalder for en afpolitiseret taleform. Det vil sige, at der 
sker en ændring fra virkeligheden som man kender den over til noget, der kan 
betegnes som en ideologi eller noget, der opstår i tankerne hos det amerikanske folk. 
Den amerikanske drøm bliver til en mekanisme, der medfører en ny betydning af 
virkeligheden – en betydningsmekanisme. På samme måde sker det når Paul Ryan, 
ligesom Clinton, snakker om økonomisk krise og mangel på jobs, hvortil han 
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kommer med republikanernes løfte om at genanvende ”the founding principles”. Det 
har samme funktion som hos Clinton. Igen set det, at den amerikanske drøm optræder 
som en afpolitiseret taleform, fordi virkeligheden forsvinder bort. Ligeledes bliver 
den amerikanske drøm også hos Paul Ryan til en betydningsmekanisme. Det skal dog 
tages med i betragtning, at alle tilhørerne til disse taler kender til eksistensen og 
motivet bag den amerikanske drøm. Spørgsmålet er blot, om de er klar over, at denne 
drøm bruges som redskab til at forsøge at påvirke dem, i en højere grad, end de er 
klar over. 
 
I sin tale fortæller Paul Ryan også en historie om sin mor og om sig selv. En historie 
som vi tidligere har nævnt, hvor Ryan har præsenteret, hvordan hun klarede sig efter 
hendes mand døde. Hun startede ny forretning. Ifølge Ryan oplærte hun sig selv, og 
det gav hende et nyt liv og nyt håb. Ryan stjæler sin mors historie i sin tale for at 
naturalisere og naturliggøre den amerikanske drøm, og får således den amerikanske 
drøm til at optræde mytisk ved at gøre den til en stjålet sprogform. For Ryan handler 
det ikke om at hylde og fremme sin mor. Det handler om at naturalisere den 
amerikanske drøm. På samme måde stjæler Ryan også sin egen historie, fra da han 
tjente sine egne penge. Dengang han selv var på vej fremad. Den historie stjæler han 
på samme måde, som han gør med sin mors historie. Igen handler det ikke om at 
promovere sig selv, men om at naturalisere og naturliggøre den amerikanske drøm. 
Når Paul Ryan i sin tale siger: ”[…] our rights come from nature and God, not from 
government” (Bilag 4:9), er det igen med til at naturalisere den amerikanske drøm. 
De rettigheder han omtaler, leder os tilbage til de føromtalte “founding principles”, 
der stammer helt tilbage fra uafhængighedserklæringen. Disse rettigheder er den 
amerikanske drøm bygget op omkring. Rettighedernes oprindelse bliver naturliggjort 
idet Ryan siger, at de kommer fra naturen og Gud, og således er det med til at 
underbygge en naturalisering af den amerikanske drøm. Citatet fortæller os om en 
indbyrdes forståelse og viden omkring rettighederne fra Uafhængighedserklæringen 
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og den amerikanske drøm. Det fortæller os også om en særlig entusiasme for disse 
rettigheder og den amerikanske drøm. En entusiasme der kommer af en tro på, at den 
amerikanske drøm kan udleves og er til stede, hvis man tror nok på det kan lade sig 
gøre. Troen på, at den amerikanske drøm er mulig og kan udleves er, én af årsagerne 
til, at den amerikanske drøm stadig den dag i dag er nødvendig. Derfor er det relevant 
for de amerikanske politikere at gøre brug af den amerikanske drøm og tage den med 
i deres respektive valgkampagner. Troen fra folket er også én af grundene til, at den 
amerikanske drøm som myte, stadig eksisterer. I det Barthes siger at, det er folket der 
bestemmer livets gang for myten, samt hvad myten skal blive til, kan der ses en 
sammenhæng med den amerikanske drøm. Det at den amerikanske drøm stadig lever 
den dag i dag, fortæller os at det amerikanske folk stadig har et behov for at tro på 
den amerikanske drøm, at livet nok skal blive bedre, hvis man bare arbejder hårdt nok 
for det. Læseren er, ifølge Barthes, med til at gøre myten til det man ønsker den skal 
være, og læserne af den amerikanske drøm kan se muligheden for en ny start på livet, 
se muligheden for succes, rigdom og en stigning i de sociale rækker uanset herkomst 
– den nye verden er for alle, der er villige til at arbejde for det. Én af grundene til, at 
den amerikanske drøm stadig kan holde liv, kan være, at samfundets mindre heldige 
indbyggere har et behov for at kunne tro på noget bedre for at kunne klare hverdagen. 
Endnu en tråd der kan trækkes mellem Barthes og den amerikanske drøm er, at myten 
som en udtryksmåde og ikke et resultat af tingenes natur, kan kobles til de første 
pilgrimme, de engelske separatister, som var blandt de første der kom til den nye 
verden og slog sig ned med det formål og ønske, at gøre dette nye land til et fristed 
hvor man kunne starte på ny, dyrke sin religion i fred og i det hele taget være fri. 
Myten om den amerikanske drøm kan fjerne den virkelige verden. Mytens læser 
holder den i live og skaber dermed en fiktiv virkelighed, hvor alle kan opnå succes, 
rigdom og frihed. Desværre ser den virkelige verden udenfor den amerikanske drøm 
ikke lys ud for alle. Fordomme og selviskhed blandt amerikanerne tillader nemlig 
ikke alle en lige fair chance for at leve den amerikanske drøm.   
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Den amerikanske drøm og troen på denne fra det amerikanske folk, har siden de 
engelske separatister første gang kom til landet, udviklet sig til at være en fast del 
nationens identitet. Den er blevet et synonym med USA som nation. Derfor er den 
også blevet en fast del af det amerikanske folks nationalitet, en fælles værdi, og den 
danner det som vi gennem Bennedict Andersons bog Forestillede fællesskaber, kan 
kalde for et forestillet fællesskab. Anderson definerer nationen ved at sige: ”Den er 
forestillet fordi medlemmerne af selv den mindste nation aldrig vil kende de fleste af 
deres fæller, møde dem eller endsige høre om dem. Alligevel findes i tankerne hos 
hver enkelt billedet af deres fællesskab” (Anderson 2001:48). Dette billede af et 
forestillet fællesskab er det, som myten, den amerikanske drøm, skaber når den 
bortfjerner virkeligheden i en nation som USA. Betydningen den amerikanske drøm 
har for det amerikanske folk og den dertilhørende stadigt eksisterende tro derpå, er en 
naturlig årsag til, at de amerikanske politikere ganske enkelt er nødsaget til at 
anvende og gøre brug af den amerikanske drøm i deres valgkampagner. Fordi den 
amerikanske drøm altså ligger så dybt i identitetsopfattelsen af at være amerikaner 
hos det amerikanske folk. 
 
Da De Forenede Stater, som sagt, er bygget på tanken omkring frihed og lige 
muligheder for alle, er konceptet om den amerikanske drøm nærmest altafgørende for 
amerikanernes identitet. Men mytologien omkring USA’s grundlag er i dag ved at 
være forældet, især på grund af Europas udvikling i en mere moderne og tiltrækkende 
retning. Faren for USA er, at ved at holde fast i landets gammeldags traditioner, kan 
denne store nation sidde fast i en verden, der hastigt bevæger sig videre. 
Amerikanerne må gøre op med sig selv, om denne gamle tankegang er relevant i 
nutidens globaliseret samfund. Måske er det ikke nødvendigt at droppe tanken om en 
fælles national drøm, da denne er så stærkt rodfæstet i den amerikanske bevidsthed, 
men tiden er måske kommet for deres nationale myte, til at udvikle sig i en ny og 
mere moderne retning. 
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Som tidligere diskuteret, er demokraterne muligvis på vej mod denne mere nutidige 
version af den amerikanske drøm af flere grunde. Hovedsageligt fordi traditionerne 
ikke følger med tiden, og hvad der engang var essentielt for amerikanerne, bliver 
måske ikke længere vægtet på samme måde. Selvom mange amerikanere lever i troen 
på den amerikanske drøm og stadig dyrker de gamle traditioner, har mentaliteten, 
især blandt demokrater, sandsynligvis ændret sig 
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Konklusion 
Det er i dag nødvendigt at gøre brug af den amerikanske drøm som et retorisk 
virkemiddel i politiske taler, fordi den ligger så dybt i den amerikanske bevidsthed. 
Da myten om den amerikanske drøm er en del af den nationale identitet, føler 
hovedparten af politikere sig nødsaget til at inddrage den amerikanske drøm i deres 
taler for at leve op til amerikanernes forestilling om et forestillet fællesskab. Det er 
derfor svært at forestille sig en valgkamp uden inddragelse af denne kulturelle 
fortælling, da dette forestillede fællesskab bortfjerner virkeligheden og erstatter den 
med en myte. Den amerikanske drøm anvendes som bevist i Clintons og Ryans taler 
til at tømme virkeligheden for mening, for derefter at fylde formen med et nyt 
begrebsindhold, som er tilpasset mytens kontekstuelle og historiske omstændigheder. 
Hermed opstår en ny betydning – en betydningsmekanisme, som skaber et nyt 
naturaliseret billede af virkeligheden, som vi kender den. Det illustreres, at den 
amerikanske drøm både optræder som stjålet sprogform og afpolitiseret taleform, og 
da en mytes funktion, er at bortfjerne virkeligheden, kan den amerikanske drøm 
gennem Roland Barthes kategoriseres som en myte. 
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Diskussion af anvendt faglitteratur 
Vi har i vores tilgang til emnet Den Amerikanske Drøm, arbejdet med talerne afholdt 
ved henholdsvis det republikanske og demokratiske konvent. Disse taler har udgjort 
vores case. Som værktøjer til at gribe denne case an, og dermed få bedre indblik i 
vores emne, har vi taget retorisk analyse i brug, samt beskæftiget os  
med filosofisk teori, omhandlende myter. Dette er gjort i den tro, at vi med disse 
redskaber kunne gennemføre den bedst mulige analyse af de to taler. Gennem 
retoriske begreber fra Garbers og Høgel samt Moberg kunne vi gribe talerne an med 
et retorisk indblik, som de fleste almene tilhørere ikke ville have. Derudover har 
Barthes fungeret som vores motivation til et kritisk syn på den amerikanske drøm, og 
hvordan denne italesættes. Desuden har Porsdam, Anderson og Rifkins bøger 
medvirket til at give os indblik i kulturen bag den amerikanske drøm samt et bedre 
historisk overblik. Vi har valgt at sammensætte denne faglitteratur med den tro på, at 
det ville fungere som det bedst mulige værktøj til akademisk analyse og diskussion af 
emnet. 
 
Progressionstoårramme 
Inden for dette semesters progressionsmodel har fokus været på videnskabsteori. I 
den forbindelse er perspektivet i centrum frem for genstanden. I denne sammenhæng 
har vi lagt fokus på, hvordan virkeligheden kan forvrænges, og at det derfor bliver 
nødvendigt at betragte tingene gennem et nyt perspektiv, som i vores tilfælde er, at 
betragte myter gennem en mytologs synsvinkel. Valget af metoden med retorisk 
analyse samt filosofisk diskussion har været med i overvejelserne på lige så højt plan, 
som fokus på videnskabsteori. Derudover har vi gennem erfaring med tidligere 
projekter lagt en arbejdsplan, som vi har fulgt så godt vi kunne. Dette mundede ud i 
et fagligt arbejde med en projektrapport som resultat. 
  
63 
 
Litteraturliste 
Bøger 
Anderson, Benedict. 2011: Forestillede Fællesskaber. 1.udg., 2.opl.. Roskilde 
Universitets forlag, 2011. 
  
Barthes, Roland. 1996: Mytologier. Gyldendal, Nordisk Forlag A/S, København, 
1996. 
  
Collin, Finn & Køppe, Simo (redaktion). 2003: Humanistisk Videnskabsteori. 2.udg., 
4.opl., DR Multimedie 
 
Garbers, Lis & Høgel. Sten, 1996: Retorik – levende tale eller tom snak? Nyt Nordisk 
Forlag Arnold Busck, København 1996. 
  
Hertsgaard, Mark. 2002: Forklaringer på Amerika. Nordisk Bogproduktion A/S, 
Haslev 2002. 
  
Humphrey, William. 2012: I Accept Your Nomination: American Dream Rhetoric in 
Presidential Nomination Acceptance Speeches, 1932-2008. Marker Press, Kindle 
Edition, 2012. 
  
Moberg, Yoon. 1996: Retorisk opslagsbog. Hans Reitzels Forlag A/S, København 
1996. 
  
Obama, Barack. 2008: Mod til at håbe – tanker om generobringen af den 
amerikanske drøm. Informations Forlag, København 2008. 
  
64 
 
Porsdam, Helle. 2007: ”Den rigtige amerikanske drøm: Lige rettigheder og 
muligheder for alle” i Krohn, Jakob og Rendix, Mia (red.) 2007: Apokalypsens 
Amerika. Forfatterne og Syddansk Universitetsforlag, Odense 2007 
  
Rifkin, Jeremy. 2006: Den europæiske drøm. Informations Forlag, København. 
  
Internetsider 
http://historienet.dk/spoerg-os/hvad-er-den-amerikanske-droem 
- Set 5. oktober 2012. 
  
http://ibog.verdenfoer1914.systime.dk/index.php?id=103  
- Set 10.december 2012 
 
http://www.google.dk/imgres?start=326&um=1&hl=da&sa=X&tbo=d&biw=1366&b
ih=665&tbs=isz:l,ic:color&tbm=isch&tbnid=2EQ_GT-
mkHVJjM:&imgrefurl=http://www.pixmule.com/american-
flag/29/&docid=UkcSoWCfWPJ5iM&imgurl=http://flag-
wallpapers.com/bulkupload/flagwallpapers/America/american-flag-
glass.jpg&w=1280&h=960&ei=7jbLUKavFOjj4QTSrYDwAQ&zoom=1&iact=hc&
vpx=156&vpy=358&dur=423&hovh=194&hovw=259&tx=156&ty=154&sig=11424
3809055475973373&page=12&tbnh=132&tbnw=178&ndsp=36&ved=1t:429,r:49,s:
300,i:151 
- Set 14. december 2012, forsidebillede 
 
http://uspolitics.about.com/od/usgovernment/tp/foundational_thinkers.htm 
- Set 23. november 2012 
  
 
65 
 
http://www.biography.com/people/bill-clinton-9251236 
- Set 5. december 2012 
  
http://www.biography.com/people/paul-ryan-20828085 
- Set 5. december 2012 
  
http://www.denstoredanske.dk/Kunst_og_kultur/Litteratur/Udenlandske_kritikere/Ro
land_Barthes 
- Set 6. december 2012 
  
http://www.foet.org/JeremyRifkin.htm 
- Set 14. december 
 
http://www.porsdam.dk/side3.html  
- Set 9. november 2012 
  
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i5knEXDsrL4 
- Set 14. december 
 
Bilag 
Bilag 1: Clinton, Bill. Tale ved det demokratiske konvent, Charlotte i North Carolina, 
5. september 2012. 
 
Bilag 2: Obama, Michelle. Tale ved det demokratiske konvent, Charlotte i North 
Carolina, 4. september 2012. 
 
Bilag 3: Romney, Ann. Tale ved det republikanske konvent, Tampa i Florida, 28. 
august 2012. 
66 
 
 
Bilag 4: Ryan, Paul. Tale ved det republikanske konvent, Tampa i Florida, 29. august 
2012. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
67 
 
Bilag 1: Bill Clinton d. 5. September 2012, Charlotte, North Carolina 
Democratic National Convention 
 
Thank you. 
 
Now, Mr. Mayor, fellow Democrats, we are here to nominate a president... 
... and I’ve got one in mind. 
 
I want to nominate a man whose own life has known its fair share of adversity and uncertainty. I 
want to nominate a man who ran for president to change the course of an already weak economy 
and then, just six weeks before his election, saw it suffer the biggest collapse since the Great 
Depression, a man who stopped the slide into depression and put us on the long road to recovery, 
knowing all the while that no matter -- no matter how many jobs that he saved or created, there’d 
still be millions more waiting, worried about feeding their own kids, trying to keep their hopes 
alive. 
I want to nominate a man who’s cool on the outside... 
... but who burns for America on the inside. 
 
I want -- I want a man who believes with no doubt that we can build a new American dream 
economy, driven by innovation and creativity, by education and, yes, by cooperation. 
And by the way, after last night, I want a man who had the good sense to marry Michelle Obama. 
 
You know... 
I -- I... 
I want -- I want Barack Obama to be the next president of the United States. And... 
... I proudly nominate him to be the standard bearer of the Democratic Party. 
 
Now, folks, in Tampa a few days ago, we heard a lot of talk... 
... all about how the president and the Democrats don’t really believe in free enterprise and 
individual initiative, how we want everybody to be dependent on the government, how bad we are 
for the economy. This Republican narrative, this alternative universe says that... 
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... every one of us in this room who amounts to anything, we’re all completely self-made. One of 
the greatest chairmen the Democratic Party ever had, Bob Strauss, used to say that every politician 
wants every voter to believe he was born in a log cabin he built himself. 
 
But, as Strauss then admitted, it ain’t so. 
 
We Democrats, we think the country works better with a strong middle class, with real 
opportunities for poor folks to work their way into it, with a relentless focus on the future, with 
business and government actually working together to promote growth and broadly shared 
prosperity. You see, we believe that “We’re all in this together” is a far better philosophy than 
“You’re on your own.” 
 
So who’s right? Well, since 1961, for 52 years now, the Republicans have held the White House 28 
years, the Democrats 24. In those 52 years, our private economy has produced 66 million private- 
sector jobs. So what’s the job score? Republicans: twenty-four million. Democrats: forty-two. 
 
Now, there’s -- there’s a reason for this. It turns out that advancing equal opportunity and economic 
empowerment is both morally right and good economics. Why? Because poverty, discrimination, 
and ignorance restrict growth. 
 
When you stifle human potential, when you don’t invest in new ideas, it doesn’t just cut off the people who 
are affected. It hurts us all. 
 
We know that investments in education and infrastructure and scientific and technological research increase 
growth. They increase good jobs, and they create new wealth for all the rest of us. 
 
Now, there’s something I’ve noticed lately. You probably have, too. And it’s this. Maybe just because I grew 
up in a different time, but though I often disagree with Republicans, I actually never learned to hate them the 
way the far right that now controls their party seems to hate our president and a lot of other Democrats. 
 
I -- that -- that would be impossible for me, because President Eisenhower sent federal troops to my home 
state to integrate Little Rock Central High School. President Eisenhower built the interstate highway system. 
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When I was a governor, I worked with President Reagan in his White House on the first round of welfare 
reform and with President  
George H.W. Bush on national education goals. 
 
I’m actually very grateful to -- if you saw from the film what I do today, I have to be grateful -- and you 
should be, too -- that President George W. Bush supported PEPFAR. It saved the lives of millions of people 
in poor countries. And... 
... I have been honored to work with both Presidents Bush on natural disasters in the aftermath of the South 
Asian tsunami, Hurricane Katrina, the horrible earthquake in Haiti. Through my foundation both in America 
and around the world, I’m working all the time with Democrats, Republicans, and independents. Sometimes 
I couldn’t tell you for the life who I’m working with because we focus on solving problems and seizing 
opportunities and not fighting all the time. 
 
And -- so here’s what I want to say to you. And here’s what I want the people at home to think about. When 
times are tough and people are frustrated and angry and hurting and uncertain, the politics of constant 
conflict may be good, but what is good politics does not necessarily work in the real world. What works in 
the real world is cooperation. 
 
What works in the real world is cooperation, business and government, foundations and universities. Ask the 
mayors who are here. 
 
Los Angeles is getting green and Chicago is getting an infrastructure bank because Republicans and 
Democrats are working together to get it. 
 
They didn’t check their brains at the door. They didn’t stop disagreeing. But their purpose was to get 
something done. 
Now, why is this true? Why does cooperation work better than constant conflict? Because nobody’s right all 
the time, and a broken clock is right twice a day. 
 
And every one of us -- every one of us and every one of them, we’re compelled to spend our fleeting lives 
between those two extremes, knowing we’re never going to be right all the time, and hopefully we’re right 
more than twice a day. 
 
Unfortunately, the faction that now dominates the Republican Party doesn’t see it that way. They think 
government is always the enemy, they’re always right, and compromise is weakness. Just in the last couple 
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of elections, they defeated two distinguished Republican senators because they dared to cooperate with 
Democrats on issues important to the future of the country, even national security. 
 
They beat a Republican congressman with almost 100 percent voting record on every conservative score 
because he said he realized he did not have to hate the president to disagree with him. Boy, that was a non-
starter, and they threw him out. 
 
One of the main reasons we ought to re-elect President Obama is that he is still committed to 
constructive cooperation. 
 
Look at his record. Look at his record. Look at his record. He appointed Republican secretaries of 
defense, the Army, and transportation. He appointed a vice president who ran against him in 2008. 
And he trusted that vice president to oversee the successful end of the war in Iraq and the 
implementation of the Recovery Act. 
 
And Joe Biden -- Joe Biden did a great job with both. 
 
Now -- now, he -- President Obama -- President Obama appointed several members of his cabinet, 
even though they supported Hillary in the primary. Heck, he even appointed Hillary. 
 
Now, wait a minute. I am -- I am very proud of her. I am proud of the job she and the national 
security team have done for America. 
 
I am grateful that they have worked together to make it safer and stronger to build a world with 
more partners and fewer enemies. I’m grateful for the relationship of respect and partnership she 
and the president have enjoyed. And the signal that sends to the rest of the world, that democracy 
does not have a -- have to be a blood sport, it can be an honorable enterprise that advances the 
public interest. 
 
Now, besides the national security team, I am very grateful to the men and women who’ve served 
our country in uniform through these perilous times. 
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And I am especially grateful to Michelle Obama and to Jill Biden for supporting those military 
families while their loved ones were overseas... 
... and for supporting our veterans when they came home, when they come home bearing the 
wounds of war or needing help to find education or jobs or housing. President Obama’s whole 
record on national security is a tribute to his strength, to his judgment, and to his preference for 
inclusion and partnership over partisanship. We need more of it in Washington, D.C. 
 
We all know that he also tried to work with congressional Republicans on health care, debt 
reduction, and new jobs. And that didn’t work out so well. 
 
But it could have been because, as the Senate Republican leader said, in a remarkable moment of 
candor, two full years before the election, their number-one priority was not to put America back to 
work. It was to put the president out of work. 
 
Well -- wait a minute. Senator, I hate to break it to you, but we’re going to keep President Obama 
on the job. 
 
Are you willing to work for it? 
 
Wait a minute. 
 
AUDIENCE: Four more years! Four more years! Four more years! Four more years! Four more 
years! 
 
CLINTON: In Tampa... 
 
AUDIENCE: Four more years! Four more years! Four more years! 
 
CLINTON: In Tampa -- in Tampa, did y’all watch their convention? I did. 
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In Tampa, the Republican argument against the president’s re- election was actually pretty simple, 
pretty snappy. It went something like this: “We left him a total mess. He hasn’t cleaned it up fast 
enough, so fire him and put us back in.” 
 
Now -- but -- but they did it well. They looked good, they sounded good. They convinced me... 
... that they all love their families and their children, and we’re grateful they’ve been born in 
America, and all -- really, I’m not being -- they did. 
 
And this is important. They convinced me they were honorable people who believe what they’ve 
said and they’re going to keep every commitment they’ve made. We’ve just got to make sure the 
American people know what those commitments are. 
 
Because -- because in order to look like an acceptable, reasonable, moderate alternative to President 
Obama, they just didn’t say very much about the ideas they’ve offered over the last two years. They 
couldn’t, because they want to go back to the same, old policies that got us in trouble in the first 
place. 
They want to cut taxes for high-income Americans even more than President Bush did. They want 
to get rid of those pesky financial regulations designed to prevent another crash and prohibit federal 
bailouts. They want to actually increase defense spending over a decade $2 trillion more than the 
Pentagon has requested, without saying what they’ll spend it on. And they want to make enormous 
cuts in the rest of budget, especially programs that help the middle class and poor children. As 
another president once said, there they go again. 
 
Now, I like... 
I -- I like the argument for President Obama’s re-election a lot better. Here it is. He inherited a 
deeply damaged economy. He put a floor under the crash. He began the long, hard road to recovery 
and laid the foundation for a modern, more well-balanced economy that will produce millions of 
good, new jobs, vibrant new businesses, and lots of new wealth for innovators. 
 
 Now, are we where we want to be today? No. Is the president satisfied? Of course not. But are we 
better off than we were when he took office? 
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Listen to this. Listen to this. Everybody (inaudible) 
 
Everybody (inaudible) when President Barack Obama took office, the economy was in freefall. It 
had just shrunk 9 full percent of GDP. We were losing 750,000 jobs a month. Are we doing better 
than that today? 
 
AUDIENCE: Yes! 
 
CLINTON: The answer is yes. Now, look. Here’s the challenge he faces and the challenge all of 
you who support him face. I get it. I know it. I’ve been there. A lot of Americans are still angry and 
frustrated about this economy. If you look at the numbers, you know employment is growing, banks 
are beginning to lend again, and in a lot of places, housing prices have even began to pick up. 
But too many people do not feel it yet. I had this same thing happen in 1994 and early ‘95. We 
could see that the policies were working, that the economy was growing, but most people didn’t feel 
it yet. Thankfully, by 1996, the economy was roaring, everybody felt it, and we were halfway 
through the longest peacetime expansion in the history of the United States. But... 
... the difference this time is purely in the circumstances. President Obama started with a much 
weaker economy than I did. Listen to me now. No president, no president -- not me, not any of my 
predecessors -- no one could have fully repaired all the damage that he found in just four years. 
 
CLINTON: Now -- but he has -- he has laid the foundations for a new, modern, successful economy of 
shared prosperity. And if you will renew the president’s contract, you will feel it. You will feel it. 
 
Folks, whether the American people believe what I just said or not may be the whole election. I just want 
you to know that I believe it. With all my heart, I believe it. 
 
 Now, why do I believe it? I’m fixing to tell you why. I believe it because President Obama’s approach 
embodies the values, the ideas, and the direction America has to take to build a 21st-century version of the 
American dream, a nation of shared opportunities, shared responsibilities, shared prosperity, a shared sense 
of community. 
So let’s get back to the story. In 2010, as the president’s recovery program kicked in, the job losses stopped 
and things began to turn around. The Recovery Act saved or created millions of jobs and cut taxes -- let me 
say this again -- cut taxes for 95 percent of the American people. 
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And in the last 29 months, our economy has produced about 4.5 million private-sector jobs. 
 
We could have done better, but last year the Republicans blocked the president’s job plan, costing the 
economy more than a million new jobs. So here’s another job score. President Obama: plus 4.5 million. 
Congressional Republicans: zero. 
 
During this period -- during this period, more than 500,000 manufacturing jobs have been created under 
President Obama. That’s the first time manufacturing jobs have increased since the 1990s. 
 
And I’ll tell you something else. The auto industry restructuring worked. It saved... 
 
It saved more than a million jobs, and not just at G.M., Chrysler, and their dealerships, but in auto parts 
manufacturing all over the country. That’s why even the automakers who weren’t part of the deal supported 
it. They needed to save those parts suppliers, too. Like I said, we’re all in this together. 
 
So what’s happened? There are now 250,000 more people working in the auto industry than on the day the 
companies were restructured. 
 
So -- now, we all know that Governor Romney opposed the plan to save G.M. and Chrysler. So here’s 
another job score. Are you listening in Michigan and Ohio and across the country? 
 
Here -- here’s another job score. Obama: 250,000. Romney: zero. 
 
AUDIENCE: Zero! 
 
CLINTON: Now, the agreement the administration made with the management, labor, and environmental 
groups to double car mileage, that was a good deal, too. It will cut your gas prices in half, your gas bill. No 
matter what the price is, if you double the mileage of your car, your bill will be half what it would have been. 
It will make us more energy independent. It will cut greenhouse gas emission. And according to several 
analyses, over the next 20 years, it will bring us another 500,000 good, new jobs into the American economy. 
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The president’s energy strategy, which he calls all-of-the-above, is helping, too. The boom in oil and gas 
production, combined with greater energy efficiency, has driven oil imports to a near 20-year low and natural 
gas production to an all-time high. And renewable energy production has doubled. 
 
Of course, we need a lot more new jobs, but there are already more than 3 million jobs open and unfilled in 
America, mostly because the people who apply for them don’t yet have the required skills to do them. So 
even as we get Americans more jobs, we have to prepare more Americans for the new jobs that are actually 
going to be created. The old economy is not coming back. We’ve got to build a new one and educate people 
to do those jobs. 
 
The president and his education secretary have supported community colleges and employers in working 
together to train people for jobs that are actually open in their communities. And even more important, after 
a decade in which exploding college costs have increased the dropout rate so much that the percentage of our 
young people with four-year college degrees has gone down so much that we have dropped to 16th in the 
world in the percentage of young people with college degrees. 
So the president’s student loan reform is more important than ever. Here’s what it does. Here’s what it does. 
Here’s what it does. 
 
You need to tell every voter where you live about this. It lowers the cost of federal student loans. And even 
more important, it gives students the right to repay those loans as a clear, fixed, low percentage of their 
income for up to 20 years. 
 
Now, what does this mean? What does this mean? Think of it. It means no one will ever have to drop out of 
college again for fear they can’t repay their debt. 
 
And it means -- it means that if someone wants to take a job with a modest income, a teacher, a police 
officer, if they want to be a small-town doctor in a little rural area, they won’t have to turn those jobs down 
because they don’t pay enough to repay the debt. Their debt obligation will be determined by their salary. 
This will change the future for young Americans.   
 
CLINTON: I don’t know about you, but all these issues, I know we’re better off because President Obama 
made the decisions he did. 
Now, that brings me to health care. 
 
76 
 
And the Republicans call it, derisively, “Obamacare.” They say it’s a government takeover, a disaster, and 
that if we’ll just elect them, they’ll repeal it. Well, are they right? 
 
AUDIENCE: No! 
 
CLINTON: Let’s take a look at what’s actually happened so far. First, individuals and businesses have 
already gotten more than $1 billion in refunds from insurance companies because the new law requires 80 
percent to 85 percent of your premium to go to your health care, not profits or promotion. And... 
The gains are even greater than that, because a bunch of insurance companies have applied to lower their 
rates to comply with the requirement. 
Second, more than 3 million young people between 19 and 25 are insured for the first time because their 
parents’ policies can cover them. 
 
Third, millions of seniors are receiving preventive care, all the way from breast cancer screenings to test for 
heart problems and scores of other things, and younger people are getting them, too. 
Fourth, soon the insurance companies -- not the government, the insurance companies -- will have millions 
of new customers, many of them middle-class people with pre-existing conditions who never could get 
insurance before. 
 
Now, finally, listen to this. For the last two years, after going up at three times the rate of inflation for a 
decade, for the last two years, health care costs have been under 4 percent in both years for the first time in 
50 years. 
 
So let me ask you something. Are we better off because President Obama fought for health care reform? You 
bet we are. 
 
Now, there were two other attacks on the president in Tampa I think deserve an answer. First, both Governor 
Romney and Congressman Ryan attacked the president for allegedly “robbing Medicare” of $716 billion. 
That’s the same attack they leveled against the Congress in 2010, and they got a lot of votes on it. But it’s 
not true. 
Look, here’s what really happened. You be the judge. Here’s what really happened. There were no cuts to 
benefits at  
all, none. 
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What the president did was to save money by taking the recommendations of a commission of professionals 
to cut unwarranted subsidies to providers and insurance companies that were not making people healthier 
and were not necessary to get the providers to provide the service. 
 
And instead of raiding Medicare, he used the savings to close the donut hole in the Medicare drug program. 
 
And -- you all got to listen carefully to this. This is really important -- and to add eight years to the life of the 
Medicare trust fund so it is solvent until 2024. So... 
 
So President Obama and the Democrats didn’t weaken Medicare. They strengthened Medicare. 
 
Now, when Congressman Ryan looked into that TV camera and attacked President Obama’s Medicare 
savings as, quote, “the biggest, coldest power play,” I didn’t know whether to laugh or cry... 
... because that $716 billion is exactly to the dollar the same amount of Medicare savings that he has in his 
own budget! 
 
You got to give one thing: It takes some brass to attack a guy for doing what you did. 
 
Now -- so -- wait a minute. 
 
Now you’re having a good time, but this is getting serious, and I want you to listen. 
 
It’s important, because a lot of people believe this stuff. Now, at least on this issue, on this one issue, 
Governor Romney has been consistent. He... 
He attacked President Obama, too, but he actually wants to repeal those savings and give the money back to 
the insurance company. 
 
He wants to go back to the old system, which means we’ll reopen the donut hole and force seniors to pay 
more for drugs, and we’ll reduce the life of the Medicare trust fund by eight full years. 
 
So if he’s elected, and if he does what he promised to do, Medicare will now go broke in 2016. Think about 
that. That means after all we won’t have to wait until their voucher program kicks in, in 2023, to see the end 
of Medicare as we know it. They’re going to do it to us sooner than we thought. 
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Now, folks, this is serious, because it gets worse. And you won’t be laughing when I finish telling you this. 
They also want to block grant Medicaid and cut it by a third over the coming 10 years. Of course, that’s 
going to really hurt a lot of poor kids. 
But that’s not all. A lot of folks don’t know it, but nearly two-thirds of Medicaid is spent on nursing home 
care for Medicare seniors who are eligible for Medicaid. 
 
It’s going to end Medicare as we know it. And a lot of that money is also spent to help people with 
disabilities, including... 
... a lot of middle-class families whose kids have Down’s syndrome or autism or other severe conditions. 
And, honestly, just think about it. If that happens, I don’t know what those families are going to do. So I 
know what I’m going to do: I’m going to do everything I can to see that it doesn’t happen. We can’t let it 
happen. We can’t. 
 
  
 
Now, wait a minute. Let’s look... 
 
AUDIENCE: Four more years! Four more years! Four more years! 
 
CLINTON: Let’s look at the other big charge the Republicans made. It’s a real doozy. 
 
They actually have charged and run ads saying that President Obama wants to weaken the work requirements 
in the welfare reform bill I signed that moved millions of people from welfare to work. Wait. You need to 
know, here’s what happened. 
 
Nobody ever tells you what really happened. Here’s what happened. When some Republican governors 
asked if they could have waivers to try new ways to put people on welfare back to work, the Obama 
administration listened, because we all know it’s hard for even people with good work histories to get jobs 
today, so moving folks from welfare to work is a real challenge. And the administration agreed to give 
waivers to those governors and others only if they had a credible plan to increase employment by 20 percent 
and they could keep the waivers only if they did increase employment. 
Now, did -- did I make myself clear? The requirement was for more work, not less. 
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So this is personal to me. We moved millions of people off welfare. It was one of the reasons that, in the 
eight years I was president, we had 100 times as many people move out of poverty into the middle class than 
happened under the previous 12 years, 100 times as many. It’s a big deal. 
 
But I am telling you, the claim that President Obama weakened welfare reform’s work requirement is just 
not true. But they keep on running ads claiming it. 
You want to know why? Their campaign pollster said, “We are not going to let our campaign be dictated by 
fact-checkers.” 
 
Now, finally I can say: That is true. 
 
I -- I -- I couldn’t have said it better myself. 
 
And I hope you and every American within the sound of my voice remembers it every time they see one of 
those ads, and it turns into an ad to re-elect Barack Obama and keep the fundamental principles of personal 
empowerment and moving everybody who can get a job into work as soon as we can. 
 
Now let’s talk about the debt. Today, interest rates are low, lower than the rate of inflation. People are 
practically paying us to borrow money, to hold their money for them. But it will become a big problem when 
the economy grows and interest rates start to rise. We’ve got to deal with this big long-term debt problem or 
it will deal with us. It’ll gobble up a bigger and bigger percentage of the federal budget we’d rather spend on 
education and health care and science and technology. It -- we’ve got to deal with it. 
Now, what has the president done? He has offered a reasonable plan of $4 trillion in debt reduction over a 
decade, with $2.5 trillion coming from -- for every $2.5 trillion in spending cuts, he raises a dollar in new 
revenues, 2.5 to 1. And he has tight controls on future spending. That’s the kind of balanced approach 
proposed by the Simpson-Bowles commission, a bipartisan commission. 
Now, I think this plan is way better than Governor Romney’s plan. First, the Romney plan fails the first test 
of fiscal responsibility: The numbers just don’t add up. 
 
I mean, consider this. What would you do if you had this problem? Somebody says, “Oh, we’ve got a big 
debt problem. We’ve got to reduce the debt.” So what’s the first thing he says we’re going to do? “Well, to 
reduce the debt, we’re going to have another $5 trillion in tax cuts, heavily weighted to upper-income people. 
So we’ll make the debt hole bigger before we start to get out of it.” 
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Now, when you say, “What are you going to do about this $5 trillion you just added on?” They say, “Oh, 
we’ll make it up by eliminating loopholes in the tax code.” So then you ask, “Well, which loopholes? And 
how much?” You know what they say? “See me about that after the election.” 
 
I’m not making it up. That’s their position. “See me about that after the election.” 
Now, people ask me all the time how we got four surplus budgets in a row. What new ideas did we bring to 
Washington? I always give a one-word answer: arithmetic. 
 
If -- arithmetic. 
 
If they stay with this $5 trillion tax cut plan in a debt reduction plan, the arithmetic tells us, no matter what 
they say, one of three things is about to happen. One, assuming they try to do what they say they’ll do -- get 
rid of -- cover it by deductions, cutting those deductions -- one, they’ll have to eliminate so many deductions, 
like the ones for home mortgages and charitable giving, that middle- class families will see their tax bills go 
up an average of $2,000, while anybody who makes $3 million or more will see their tax bill go down 
$250,000. 
 
(BOOING) Or, two, they’ll have to cut so much spending that they’ll obliterate the budget for the national 
parks, for ensuring clean air, clean water, safe food, safe air travel. They’ll cut way back on Pell grants, 
college loans, early childhood education, child nutrition programs, all the programs that help to empower 
middle-class families and help poor kids. Oh, they’ll cut back on investments in roads and bridges and 
science and technology and biomedical research. That’s what they’ll do. They’ll hurt the middle class and 
the poor and put the future on hold to give tax cuts to upper-income people who’ve been getting it all along. 
Or, three, in spite of all the rhetoric, they’ll just do what they’ve been doing for more than 30 years. They’ll 
go and cut the taxes way more than they cut spending, especially with that big defense increase, and they’ll 
just explode the debt and weaken the economy, and they’ll destroy the federal government’s ability to help 
you by letting interest gobble up all your tax payments. 
Don’t you ever forget, when you hear them talking about this, that Republican economic policies quadrupled 
the national debt before I took office, in the 12 years before I took office... 
... and doubled the debt in the eight years after I left, because it defied arithmetic. 
 
It was a highly inconvenient thing for them in our debates that I was just a country boy from Arkansas and I 
came from a place where people still thought two and two was four. 
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It’s arithmetic. We simply cannot afford to give the reins of government to someone who will double-down 
on trickle-down. 
 
Now, think about this. President Obama... 
 
President Obama’s plan cuts the debt, honors our values, brightens the future of our children, our families, 
and our nation. It’s a heck of a lot better. It passes the arithmetic test and, far more important, it passes the 
values test. 
 
  
 
My fellow Americans, all of us in this grand hall and everybody watching at home, when we vote in this 
election, we’ll be deciding what kind of country we want to live in. If you want a winner-take- all, you’re-
on-your-own society, you should support the Republican ticket. But if you want a country of shared 
opportunities and shared responsibility, a  
we’re-all-in-this-together society, you should vote for Barack Obama and Joe Biden. 
 
If you... 
If you want -- if you want America -- if you want every American to vote and you think it is wrong to change 
voting procedures... 
... just -- just to reduce the turnout of younger, poorer, minority, and disabled voters, you should support 
Barack Obama. 
 
And if you think -- if you think the president was right to open the doors of American opportunity to all those 
young immigrants brought here when they were young so they can serve in the military or go to college, you 
must vote for Barack Obama. 
 
If -- if you want a future of shared prosperity, where the middle class is growing and poverty’s declining, 
where the American dream is really alive and well again, and where the United States maintains its 
leadership as a force for peace and justice and prosperity in this highly competitive world, you have to vote 
for Barack Obama. 
 
Look, I love our country so much. And I know we’re coming back. For more than 200 years, through every 
crisis, we’ve always come back. People have predicted our demise ever since George Washington was 
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criticized for being a mediocre surveyor with a bad set of wooden, false teeth. And so far every single person 
that’s bet against America has lost money, because we always come back. 
 
We’ve come through every fire a little stronger and a little better. And we do it because, in the end, we 
decide to champion the cause for which our founders pledged their lives, their fortunes, their sacred honor, 
the cause of forming a more perfect union. 
 
My fellow Americans, if that is what you want, if that is what you believe, you must vote and you must re-
elect President Barack Obama. 
 
God bless you. And God bless America. 
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Bilag 2: Michelle Obama d. 4 september 2012, Charlotte, North Carolina 
Democratic National Convention 
 
Thank you so much, Elaine…we are so grateful for your family’s service and sacrifice…and we 
will always have your back. 
 
Over the past few years as First Lady, I have had the extraordinary privilege of traveling all across 
this country. 
 
And everywhere I’ve gone, in the people I’ve met, and the stories I’ve heard, I have seen the very 
best of the American spirit. 
 
I have seen it in the incredible kindness and warmth that people have shown me and my family, 
especially our girls. 
 
I’ve seen it in teachers in a near-bankrupt school district who vowed to keep teaching without pay. 
 
I’ve seen it in people who become heroes at a moment’s notice, diving into harm’s way to save 
others…flying across the country to put out a fire…driving for hours to bail out a flooded town. 
 
And I’ve seen it in our men and women in uniform and our proud military families…in wounded 
warriors who tell me they’re not just going to walk again, they’re going to run, and they’re going to 
run marathons…in the young man blinded by a bomb in Afghanistan who said, simply, “…I’d give 
my eyes 100 times again to have the chance to do what I have done and what I can still do.” 
 
Every day, the people I meet inspire me…every day, they make me proud…every day they remind 
me how blessed we are to live in the greatest nation on earth. 
 
Serving as your First Lady is an honor and a privilege…but back when we first came together four 
years ago, I still had some concerns about this journey we’d begun. 
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While I believed deeply in my husband’s vision for this country…and I was certain he would make 
an extraordinary President…like any mother, I was worried about what it would mean for our girls 
if he got that chance. 
 
How would we keep them grounded under the glare of the national spotlight? How would they feel 
being uprooted from their school, their friends, and the only home they’d ever known? 
 
Our life before moving to Washington was filled with simple joys…Saturdays at soccer games, 
Sundays at grandma’s house…and a date night for Barack and me was either dinner or a movie, 
because as an exhausted mom, I couldn’t stay awake for both. 
 
And the truth is, I loved the life we had built for our girls…I deeply loved the man I had built that 
life with…and I didn’t want that to change if he became President. 
 
I loved Barack just the way he was. 
 
You see, even though back then Barack was a Senator and a presidential candidate…to me, he was 
still the guy who’d picked me up for our dates in a car that was so rusted out, I could actually see 
the pavement going by through a hole in the passenger side door…he was the guy whose proudest 
possession was a coffee table he’d found in a dumpster, and whose only pair of decent shoes was 
half a size too small. 
 
But when Barack started telling me about his family – that’s when I knew I had found a kindred 
spirit, someone whose values and upbringing were so much like mine. 
 
You see, Barack and I were both raised by families who didn’t have much in the way of money or 
material possessions but who had given us something far more valuable – their unconditional love, 
their unflinching sacrifice, and the chance to go places they had never imagined for themselves. 
 
My father was a pump operator at the city water plant, and he was diagnosed with Multiple 
Sclerosis when my brother and I were young. 
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And even as a kid, I knew there were plenty of days when he was in pain…I knew there were plenty 
of mornings when it was a struggle for him to simply get out of bed. 
 
But every morning, I watched my father wake up with a smile, grab his walker, prop himself up 
against the bathroom sink, and slowly shave and button his uniform. 
 
And when he returned home after a long day’s work, my brother and I would stand at the top of the 
stairs to our little apartment, patiently waiting to greet him…watching as he reached down to lift 
one leg, and then the other, to slowly climb his way into our arms. 
 
But despite these challenges, my dad hardly ever missed a day of work…he and my mom were 
determined to give me and my brother the kind of education they could only dream of. 
 
And when my brother and I finally made it to college, nearly all of our tuition came from student 
loans and grants. 
 
But my dad still had to pay a tiny portion of that tuition himself. 
 
And every semester, he was determined to pay that bill right on time, even taking out loans when he 
fell short. 
 
He was so proud to be sending his kids to college…and he made sure we never missed a registration 
deadline because his check was late. 
 
You see, for my dad, that’s what it meant to be a man. 
 
Like so many of us, that was the measure of his success in life – being able to earn a decent living 
that allowed him to support his family. 
 
And as I got to know Barack, I realized that even though he’d grown up all the way across the 
country, he’d been brought up just like me. 
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Barack was raised by a single mother who struggled to pay the bills, and by grandparents who 
stepped in when she needed help. 
 
Barack’s grandmother started out as a secretary at a community bank…and she moved quickly up 
the ranks…but like so many women, she hit a glass ceiling. 
 
And for years, men no more qualified than she was – men she had actually trained – were promoted 
up the ladder ahead of her, earning more and more money while Barack’s family continued to 
scrape by. 
 
But day after day, she kept on waking up at dawn to catch the bus…arriving at work before anyone 
else…giving her best without complaint or regret. 
 
And she would often tell Barack, “So long as you kids do well, Bar, that’s all that really matters.” 
 
Like so many American families, our families weren’t asking for much. 
 
They didn’t begrudge anyone else’s success or care that others had much more than they did…in 
fact, they admired it. 
 
They simply believed in that fundamental American promise that, even if you don’t start out with 
much, if you work hard and do what you’re supposed to do, then you should be able to build a 
decent life for yourself and an even better life for your kids and grandkids. 
 
That’s how they raised us…that’s what we learned from their example. 
 
We learned about dignity and decency – that how hard you work matters more than how much you 
make…that helping others means more than just getting ahead yourself. 
 
We learned about honesty and integrity – that the truth matters…that you don’t take shortcuts or 
play by your own set of rules…and success doesn’t count unless you earn it fair and square. 
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We learned about gratitude and humility – that so many people had a hand in our success, from the 
teachers who inspired us to the janitors who kept our school clean…and we were taught to value 
everyone’s contribution and treat everyone with respect. 
 
Those are the values Barack and I – and so many of you – are trying to pass on to our own children. 
 
That’s who we are. And standing before you four years ago, I knew that I didn’t want any of that to 
change if Barack became President. 
 
Well, today, after so many struggles and triumphs and moments that have tested my husband in 
ways I never could have imagined, I have seen firsthand that being president doesn’t change who 
you are – it reveals who you are. 
 
You see, I’ve gotten to see up close and personal what being president really looks like. 
 
And I’ve seen how the issues that come across a President’s desk are always the hard ones – the 
problems where no amount of data or numbers will get you to the right answer…the judgment calls 
where the stakes are so high, and there is no margin for error. 
 
And as President, you can get all kinds of advice from all kinds of people. 
 
But at the end of the day, when it comes time to make that decision, as President, all you have to 
guide you are your values, and your vision, and the life experiences that make you who you are. 
 
So when it comes to rebuilding our economy, Barack is thinking about folks like my dad and like 
his grandmother. 
 
He’s thinking about the pride that comes from a hard day’s work. 
 
That’s why he signed the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act to help women get equal pay for equal work. 
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That’s why he cut taxes for working families and small businesses and fought to get the auto 
industry back on its feet. 
 
That’s how he brought our economy from the brink of collapse to creating jobs again – jobs you can 
raise a family on, good jobs right here in the United States of America. 
 
When it comes to the health of our families, Barack refused to listen to all those folks who told him 
to leave health reform for another day, another president. 
 
He didn’t care whether it was the easy thing to do politically – that’s not how he was raised – he 
cared that it was the right thing to do. 
 
He did it because he believes that here in America, our grandparents should be able to afford their 
medicine…our kids should be able to see a doctor when they’re sick…and no one in this country 
should ever go broke because of an accident or illness. 
 
And he believes that women are more than capable of making our own choices about our bodies 
and our health care…that’s what my husband stands for. 
 
When it comes to giving our kids the education they deserve, Barack knows that like me and like so 
many of you, he never could’ve attended college without financial aid. 
 
And believe it or not, when we were first married, our combined monthly student loan bills were 
actually higher than our mortgage. 
 
We were so young, so in love, and so in debt. 
 
That’s why Barack has fought so hard to increase student aid and keep interest rates down, because 
he wants every young person to fulfill their promise and be able to attend college without a 
mountain of debt. 
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So in the end, for Barack, these issues aren’t political – they’re personal. Because Barack knows 
what it means when a family struggles. 
 
He knows what it means to want something more for your kids and grandkids. 
 
Barack knows the American Dream because he’s lived it…and he wants everyone in this country to 
have that same opportunity, no matter who we are, or where we’re from, or what we look like, or 
who we love. 
 
And he believes that when you’ve worked hard, and done well, and walked through that doorway of 
opportunity…you do not slam it shut behind you…you reach back, and you give other folks the 
same chances that helped you succeed. 
 
So when people ask me whether being in the White House has changed my husband, I can honestly 
say that when it comes to his character, and his convictions, and his heart, Barack Obama is still the 
same man I fell in love with all those years ago. 
 
He’s the same man who started his career by turning down high paying jobs and instead working in 
struggling neighborhoods where a steel plant had shut down, fighting to rebuild those communities 
and get folks back to work…because for Barack, success isn’t about how much money you make, 
it’s about the difference you make in people’s lives. 
 
He’s the same man who, when our girls were first born, would anxiously check their cribs every 
few minutes to ensure they were still breathing, proudly showing them off to everyone we knew. 
 
That’s the man who sits down with me and our girls for dinner nearly every night, patiently 
answering their questions about issues in the news, and strategizing about middle school 
friendships. 
 
That’s the man I see in those quiet moments late at night, hunched over his desk, poring over the 
letters people have sent him. 
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The letter from the father struggling to pay his bills…from the woman dying of cancer whose 
insurance company won’t cover her care…from the young person with so much promise but so few 
opportunities. 
 
I see the concern in his eyes…and I hear the determination in his voice as he tells me, “You won’t 
believe what these folks are going through, Michelle…it’s not right. 
 
We’ve got to keep working to fix this. We’ve got so much more to do.” 
 
I see how those stories – our collection of struggles and hopes and dreams – I see how that’s what 
drives Barack Obama every single day. 
 
And I didn’t think it was possible, but today, I love my husband even more than I did four years 
ago…even more than I did 23 years ago, when we first met. 
 
I love that he’s never forgotten how he started. I love that we can trust Barack to do what he says 
he’s going to do, even when it’s hard – especially when it’s hard. 
 
I love that for Barack, there is no such thing as “us” and “them” – he doesn’t care whether you’re a 
Democrat, a Republican, or none of the above…he knows that we all love our country…and he’s 
always ready to listen to good ideas…he’s always looking for the very best in everyone he meets. 
 
And I love that even in the toughest moments, when we’re all sweating it – when we’re worried that 
the bill won’t pass, and it seems like all is lost – Barack never lets himself get distracted by the 
chatter and the noise. 
 
Just like his grandmother, he just keeps getting up and moving forward…with patience and 
wisdom, and courage and grace. 
 
And he reminds me that we are playing a long game here…and that change is hard, and change is 
slow, and it never happens all at once. 
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But eventually we get there, we always do. 
 
We get there because of folks like my Dad…folks like Barack’s grandmother…men and women 
who said to themselves, “I may not have a chance to fulfill my dreams, but maybe my children 
will…maybe my grandchildren will.” 
 
So many of us stand here tonight because of their sacrifice, and longing, and steadfast 
love…because time and again, they swallowed their fears and doubts and did what was hard. 
 
So today, when the challenges we face start to seem overwhelming – or even impossible – let us 
never forget that doing the impossible is the history of this nation…it’s who we are as 
Americans…it’s how this country was built. 
 
And if our parents and grandparents could toil and struggle for us…if they could raise beams of 
steel to the sky, send a man to the moon, and connect the world with the touch of a button…then 
surely we can keep on sacrificing and building for our own kids and grandkids. 
 
And if so many brave men and women could wear our country’s uniform and sacrifice their lives 
for our most fundamental rights…then surely we can do our part as citizens of this great democracy 
to exercise those rights…surely, we can get to the polls and make our voices heard on Election Day. 
 
If farmers and blacksmiths could win independence from an empire…if immigrants could leave 
behind everything they knew for a better life on our shores…if women could be dragged to jail for 
seeking the vote…if a generation could defeat a depression, and define greatness for all time…if a 
young preacher could lift us to the mountaintop with his righteous dream…and if proud Americans 
can be who they are and boldly stand at the altar with who they love then surely, surely we can give 
everyone in this country a fair chance at that great American Dream. 
 
Because in the end, more than anything else, that is the story of this country – the story of 
unwavering hope grounded in unyielding struggle. 
 
That is what has made my story, and Barack’s story, and so many other American stories possible. 
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And I say all of this tonight not just as First Lady…and not just as a wife. 
 
You see, at the end of the day, my most important title is still “mom-in-chief.” 
 
My daughters are still the heart of my heart and the center of my world. 
 
But today, I have none of those worries from four years ago about whether Barack and I were doing 
what’s best for our girls. 
 
Because today, I know from experience that if I truly want to leave a better world for my daughters, 
and all our sons and daughters…if we want to give all our children a foundation for their dreams 
and opportunities worthy of their promise…if we want to give them that sense of limitless 
possibility – that belief that here in America, there is always something better out there if you’re 
willing to work for it…then we must work like never before…and we must once again come 
together and stand together for the man we can trust to keep moving this great country 
forward…my husband, our President, President Barack Obama. 
 
Thank you, God bless you, and God bless America. 
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Bilag 3: Ann Romney d. 28. august 2012, Tampa, Florida 
Republican National Convention 
 
Luce, thank you for that kind introduction. 
 
I want to talk to you tonight not about politics and not about party. 
 
And while there are many important issues we'll hear discussed in this convention and throughout this 
campaign, tonight I want to talk to you from my heart about our hearts. 
 
I want to talk not about what divides us, but what holds us together as an American family. I want to talk to 
you tonight about that one great thing that unites us, that one thing that brings us our greatest joy when times 
are good, and the deepest solace in our dark hours. 
 
Tonight I want to talk to you about love. 
 
I want to talk to you about the deep and abiding love I have for a man I met at a dance many years ago. And 
the profound love I have, and I know we share, for this country. 
 
I want to talk to you about that love so deep only a mother can fathom it — the love we have for our children 
and our children's children. 
 
And I want us to think tonight about the love we all share for those Americans, our brothers and sisters, who 
are going through difficult times, whose days are never easy, nights are always long, and whose work never 
seems done. 
 
They are here among us tonight in this hall; they are here in neighborhoods across Tampa and all across 
America. The parents who lie awake at night side by side, wondering how they'll be able to pay the mortgage 
or make the rent; the single dad who's working extra hours tonight, so that his kids can buy some new clothes 
to go back to school, can take a school trip or play a sport, so his kids can feel... like the other kids. 
 
And the working moms who love their jobs but would like to work just a little less to spend more time with 
the kids, but that's just out of the question with this economy. Or that couple who would like to have another 
child, but wonder how will they afford it. 
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I've been all across this country for the past year and a half and heard these stories of how hard it is to get 
ahead now. I've heard your voices: "I'm running in place," "we just can't get ahead." 
 
Sometimes I think that late at night, if we were all silent for just a few moments and listened carefully, we 
could hear a great collective sigh from the moms and dads across America who made it through another day, 
and know that they'll make it through another one tomorrow. But in that end of the day moment, they just 
aren't sure how. 
 
And if you listen carefully, you'll hear the women sighing a little bit more than the men. It's how it is, isn't it? 
 
It's the moms who always have to work a little harder, to make everything right. 
It's the moms of this nation — single, married, widowed — who really hold this country together. We're the 
mothers, we're the wives, we're the grandmothers, we're the big sisters, we're the little sisters, we're the 
daughters. 
 
You know it's true, don't you? 
 
You're the ones who always have to do a little more. 
 
You know what it's like to work a little harder during the day to earn the respect you deserve at work and 
then come home to help with that book report which just has to be done. 
 
You know what those late night phone calls with an elderly parent are like and the long weekend drives just 
to see how they're doing. 
 
You know the fastest route to the local emergency room and which doctors actually answer the phone when 
you call at night. 
 
You know what it's like to sit in that graduation ceremony and wonder how it was that so many long days 
turned into years that went by so quickly. 
 
You are the best of America. 
 
You are the hope of America. 
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There would not be an America without you. 
 
Tonight, we salute you and sing your praises. 
 
I'm not sure if men really understand this, but I don't think there's a woman in America who really expects 
her life to be easy. In our own ways, we all know better! 
 
And that's fine. We don't want easy. But these last few years have been harder than they needed to be. It's all 
the little things — that price at the pump you just can't believe, the grocery bills that just get bigger; all those 
things that used to be free, like school sports, are now one more bill to pay. It's all the little things that pile up 
to become big things. And the big things — the good jobs, the chance at college, that home you want to buy, 
just get harder. Everything has become harder. 
 
We're too smart to know there aren't easy answers. But we're not dumb enough to accept that there aren't 
better answers. 
 
And that is where this boy I met at a high school dance comes in. 
 
His name is Mitt Romney and you really should get to know him. 
 
I could tell you why I fell in love with him — he was tall, laughed a lot, was nervous — girls like that, it 
shows the guy's a little intimidated — and he was nice to my parents but he was really glad when my parents 
weren't around. 
 
That's a good thing. And he made me laugh. 
 
I am the granddaughter of a Welsh coal miner who was determined that his kids get out of the mines. My dad 
got his first job when he was six years old, in a little village in Wales called Nantyffyllon, cleaning bottles at 
the Colliers Arms. 
 
When he was 15, Dad came to America. In our country, he saw hope and an opportunity to escape from 
poverty. He moved to a small town in the great state of Michigan. There, he started a business — one he 
built himself, by the way. 
 
He raised a family. And he became mayor of our town. 
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My dad would often remind my brothers and me how fortunate we were to grow up in a place like America. 
He wanted us to have every opportunity that came with life in this country — and so he pushed us to be our 
best and give our all. 
 
Inside the houses that lined the streets of our town, there were a lot of good fathers teaching their sons and 
daughters those same values. I didn't know it at the time, but one of those dads was my future father-in-law, 
George Romney. 
 
Mitt's dad never graduated from college. Instead, he became a carpenter. 
 
He worked hard, and he became the head of a car company, and then the governor of Michigan. 
 
When Mitt and I met and fell in love, we were determined not to let anything stand in the way of our life 
together. I was an Episcopalian. He was a Mormon. 
 
We were very young. Both still in college. There were many reasons to delay marriage, and you know? We 
just didn't care. We got married and moved into a basement apartment. We walked to class together, shared 
the housekeeping, and ate a lot of pasta and tuna fish. Our desk was a door propped up on sawhorses. Our 
dining room table was a fold down ironing board in the kitchen. Those were very special days. 
 
Then our first son came along. All at once I'm 22 years old, with a baby and a husband who's going to 
business school and law school at the same time, and I can tell you, probably like every other girl who finds 
herself in a new life far from family and friends, with a new baby and a new husband, that it dawned on me 
that I had absolutely no idea what I was getting into. 
 
That was 42 years ago. Now we have five sons and 18 grandchildren and I'm still in love with that boy I met 
at a high school dance. 
 
I read somewhere that Mitt and I have a "storybook marriage." Well, in the storybooks I read, there were 
never long, long, rainy winter afternoons in a house with five boys screaming at once. And those storybooks 
never seemed to have chapters called MS or Breast Cancer. 
 
A storybook marriage? No, not at all. What Mitt Romney and I have is a real marriage. 
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I know this good and decent man for what he is — warm and loving and patient. 
 
He has tried to live his life with a set of values centered on family, faith, and love of one's fellow man. From 
the time we were first married, I've seen him spend countless hours helping others. I've seen him drop 
everything to help a friend in trouble, and been there when late-night calls of panic came from a member of 
our church whose child had been taken to the hospital. 
 
You may not agree with Mitt's positions on issues or his politics. Massachusetts is only 13 percent 
Republican, so it's not like that's a shock. 
 
But let me say this to every American who is thinking about who should be our next President: 
 
No one will work harder. 
 
No one will care more. 
 
No one will move heaven and earth like Mitt Romney to make this country a better place to live! 
 
It's true that Mitt has been successful at each new challenge he has taken on. It amazes me to see his history 
of success actually being attacked. Are those really the values that made our country great? As a mom of five 
boys, do we want to raise our children to be afraid of success? 
 
Do we send our children out in the world with the advice, "Try to do... okay?" 
 
And let's be honest. If the last four years had been more successful, do we really think there would be this 
attack on Mitt Romney's success? 
 
Of course not. 
 
Mitt will be the first to tell you that he is the most fortunate man in the world. He had two loving parents 
who gave him strong values and taught him the value of work. He had the chance to get the education his 
father never had. 
 
But as his partner on this amazing journey, I can tell you Mitt Romney was not handed success. 
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He built it. 
 
He stayed in Massachusetts after graduate school and got a job. I saw the long hours that started with that 
first job. I was there when he and a small group of friends talked about starting a new company. I was there 
when they struggled and wondered if the whole idea just wasn't going to work. Mitt's reaction was to work 
harder and press on. 
 
Today that company has become another great American success story. 
 
Has it made those who started the company successful beyond their dreams? 
 
Yes, it has. 
 
It allowed us to give our sons the chance at good educations and made all those long hours of book reports 
and homework worth every minute. It's given us the deep satisfaction of being able to help others in ways 
that we could never have imagined. Mitt doesn't like to talk about how he has helped others because he sees 
it as a privilege, not a political talking point. And we're no different than the millions of Americans who 
quietly help their neighbors, their churches and their communities. They don't do it so that others will think 
more of them. 
 
They do it because there is no greater joy. 
 
"Give and it shall be given unto you." 
 
But because this is America, that small company which grew has helped so many others lead better lives. 
The jobs that grew from the risks they took have become college educations, first homes. That success has 
helped fund scholarships, pensions, and retirement funds. This is the genius of America: dreams fulfilled 
help others launch new dreams. 
 
At every turn in his life, this man I met at a high school dance, has helped lift up others. He did it with the 
Olympics, when many wanted to give up. 
 
He did it in Massachusetts, where he guided a state from economic crisis to unemployment of just 4.7 
percent. 
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Under Mitt, Massachusetts's schools were the best in the nation. The best. He started the John and Abigail 
Adams scholarships, which give the top 25 percent of high school graduates a four-year tuition-free 
scholarship. 
 
This is the man America needs. 
 
This is the man who will wake up every day with the determination to solve the problems that others say 
can't be solved, to fix what others say is beyond repair. This is the man who will work harder than anyone so 
that we can work a little less hard. 
 
I can't tell you what will happen over the next four years. But I can only stand here tonight, as a wife, a 
mother, a grandmother, an American, and make you this solemn commitment: 
 
This man will not fail. 
 
This man will not let us down. 
 
This man will lift up America! 
 
It has been 47 years since that tall, kind of charming young man brought me home from our first dance. Not 
every day since has been easy. 
 
But he still makes me laugh. And never once did I have a single reason to doubt that I was the luckiest 
woman in the world. 
 
I said tonight I wanted to talk to you about love. Look into your hearts. 
 
This is our country. 
 
This is our future. 
 
These are our children and grandchildren. 
 
You can trust Mitt. 
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He loves America. 
 
He will take us to a better place, just as he took me home safely from that dance. 
 
Give him that chance. 
 
Give America that chance. 
 
God bless each of you and God Bless the United States of America. 
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Bilag 4: Paul Ryan d. 29. august 2012, Tampa, Florida 
Republican National Convention 
 
Mr. Chairman, delegates, and fellow citizens: I am honored by the support of this convention for vice 
president of the United States. 
 
I accept the duty to help lead our nation out of a jobs crisis and back to prosperity – and I know we can do 
this. 
 
I accept the calling of my generation to give our children the America that was given to us, with opportunity 
for the young and security for the old – and I know that we are ready. 
 
Our nominee is sure ready. His whole life has prepared him for this moment – to meet serious challenges in a 
serious way, without excuses and idle words. After four years of getting the run-around, America needs a 
turnaround, and the man for the job is Governor Mitt Romney. 
 
I'm the newcomer to the campaign, so let me share a first impression. I have never seen opponents so silent 
about their record, and so desperate to keep their power. 
 
They've run out of ideas. Their moment came and went. Fear and division are all they've got left. 
 
With all their attack ads, the president is just throwing away money – and he's pretty experienced at that. You 
see, some people can't be dragged down by the usual cheap tactics, because their ability, character, and plain 
decency are so obvious – and ladies and gentlemen, that is Mitt Romney. 
 
For my part, your nomination is an unexpected turn. It certainly came as news to my family, and I'd like you 
to meet them: My wife Janna, our daughter Liza, and our boys Charlie and Sam. 
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The kids are happy to see their grandma, who lives in Florida. There she is – my Mom, Betty. 
 
My Dad, a small-town lawyer, was also named Paul. Until we lost him when I was 16, he was a gentle 
presence in my life. I like to think he'd be proud of me and my sister and brothers, because I'm sure proud of 
him and of where I come from, Janesville, Wisconsin. 
 
I live on the same block where I grew up. We belong to the same parish where I was baptized. Janesville is 
that kind of place. 
 
The people of Wisconsin have been good to me. I've tried to live up to their trust. And now I ask those 
hardworking men and women, and millions like them across America, to join our cause and get this country 
working again. 
 
When Governor Romney asked me to join the ticket, I said, "Let's get this done" – and that is exactly, what 
we're going to do. 
 
President Barack Obama came to office during an economic crisis, as he has reminded us a time or two. 
Those were very tough days, and any fair measure of his record has to take that into account. My home state 
voted for President Obama. When he talked about change, many people liked the sound of it, especially in 
Janesville, where we were about to lose a major factory. 
 
A lot of guys I went to high school with worked at that GM plant. Right there at that plant, candidate Obama 
said: "I believe that if our government is there to support you ... this plant will be here for another hundred 
years." That's what he said in 2008. 
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Well, as it turned out, that plant didn't last another year. It is locked up and empty to this day. And that's how 
it is in so many towns today, where the recovery that was promised is nowhere in sight. 
 
Right now, 23 million men and women are struggling to find work. Twenty-three million people, 
unemployed or underemployed. Nearly one in six Americans is living in poverty. Millions of young 
Americans have graduated from college during the Obama presidency, ready to use their gifts and get 
moving in life. Half of them can't find the work they studied for, or any work at all. 
 
So here's the question: Without a change in leadership, why would the next four years be any different from 
the last four years? 
 
The first troubling sign came with the stimulus. It was President Obama's first and best shot at fixing the 
economy, at a time when he got everything he wanted under one-party rule. It cost $831 billion – the largest 
one-time expenditure ever by our federal government. 
 
It went to companies like Solyndra, with their gold-plated connections, subsidized jobs, and make-believe 
markets. The stimulus was a case of political patronage, corporate welfare, and cronyism at their worst. You, 
the working men and women of this country, were cut out of the deal. 
 
What did the taxpayers get out of the Obama stimulus? More debt. That money wasn't just spent and wasted 
– it was borrowed, spent, and wasted. 
 
Maybe the greatest waste of all was time. Here we were, faced with a massive job crisis – so deep that if 
everyone out of work stood in single file, that unemployment line would stretch the length of the entire 
American continent. You would think that any president, whatever his party, would make job creation, and 
nothing else, his first order of economic business. 
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But this president didn't do that. Instead, we got a long, divisive, all-or-nothing attempt to put the federal 
government in charge of health care. 
 
Obamacare comes to more than two thousand pages of rules, mandates, taxes, fees, and fines that have no 
place in a free country. 
 
The president has declared that the debate over government-controlled health care is over. That will come as 
news to the millions of Americans who will elect Mitt Romney so we can repeal Obamacare. 
 
And the biggest, coldest power play of all in Obamacare came at the expense of the elderly. 
 
You see, even with all the hidden taxes to pay for the health care takeover, even with new taxes on nearly a 
million small businesses, the planners in Washington still didn't have enough money. They needed more. 
They needed hundreds of billions more. So, they just took it all away from Medicare. Seven hundred and 
sixteen billion dollars, funneled out of Medicare by President Obama. An obligation we have to our parents 
and grandparents is being sacrificed, all to pay for a new entitlement we didn't even ask for. The greatest 
threat to Medicare is Obamacare, and we're going to stop it. 
 
In Congress, when they take out the heavy books and wall charts about Medicare, my thoughts go back to a 
house on Garfield Street in Janesville. My wonderful grandma, Janet, had Alzheimer's and moved in with 
Mom and me. Though she felt lost at times, we did all the little things that made her feel loved. 
 
We had help from Medicare, and it was there, just like it's there for my Mom today. Medicare is a promise, 
and we will honor it. A Romney-Ryan administration will protect and strengthen Medicare, for my Mom's 
generation, for my generation, and for my kids and yours. 
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So our opponents can consider themselves on notice. In this election, on this issue, the usual posturing on the 
Left isn't going to work. Mitt Romney and I know the difference between protecting a program, and raiding 
it. Ladies and gentlemen, our nation needs this debate. We want this debate. We will win this debate. 
 
Obamacare, as much as anything else, explains why a presidency that began with such anticipation now 
comes to such a disappointing close. 
 
It began with a financial crisis; it ends with a job crisis. 
 
It began with a housing crisis they alone didn't cause; it ends with a housing crisis they didn't correct. 
 
It began with a perfect Triple-A credit rating for the United States; it ends with a downgraded America. 
 
It all started off with stirring speeches, Greek columns, the thrill of something new. Now all that's left is a 
presidency adrift, surviving on slogans that already seem tired, grasping at a moment that has already passed, 
like a ship trying to sail on yesterday's wind. 
 
President Obama was asked not long ago to reflect on any mistakes he might have made. He said, well, "I 
haven't communicated enough." He said his job is to "tell a story to the American people" – as if that's the 
whole problem here? He needs to talk more, and we need to be better listeners? 
 
Ladies and gentlemen, these past four years we have suffered no shortage of words in the White House. 
What's missing is leadership in the White House. And the story that Barack Obama does tell, forever shifting 
blame to the last administration, is getting old. The man assumed office almost four years ago – isn't it about 
time he assumed responsibility? 
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In this generation, a defining responsibility of government is to steer our nation clear of a debt crisis while 
there is still time. Back in 2008, candidate Obama called a $10 trillion national debt "unpatriotic" – serious 
talk from what looked to be a serious reformer. 
 
Yet by his own decisions, President Obama has added more debt than any other president before him, and 
more than all the troubled governments of Europe combined. One president, one term, $5 trillion in new 
debt. 
 
He created a bipartisan debt commission. They came back with an urgent report. He thanked them, sent them 
on their way, and then did exactly nothing. 
 
Republicans stepped up with good-faith reforms and solutions equal to the problems. How did the president 
respond? By doing nothing – nothing except to dodge and demagogue the issue. 
 
So here we are, $16 trillion in debt and still he does nothing. In Europe, massive debts have put entire 
governments at risk of collapse, and still he does nothing. And all we have heard from this president and his 
team are attacks on anyone who dares to point out the obvious. 
 
They have no answer to this simple reality: We need to stop spending money we don't have. 
 
My Dad used to say to me: "Son. You have a choice: You can be part of the problem, or you can be part of 
the solution." The present administration has made its choices. And Mitt Romney and I have made ours: 
Before the math and the momentum overwhelm us all, we are going to solve this nation's economic 
problems. 
 
And I'm going to level with you: We don't have that much time. But if we are serious, and smart, and we 
lead, we can do this. 
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After four years of government trying to divide up the wealth, we will get America creating wealth again. 
With tax fairness and regulatory reform, we'll put government back on the side of the men and women who 
create jobs, and the men and women who need jobs. 
 
My Mom started a small business, and I've seen what it takes. Mom was 50 when my Dad died. She got on a 
bus every weekday for years, and rode 40 miles each morning to Madison. She earned a new degree and 
learned new skills to start her small business. It wasn't just a new livelihood. It was a new life. And it 
transformed my Mom from a widow in grief to a small businesswoman whose happiness wasn't just in the 
past. Her work gave her hope. It made our family proud. And to this day, my Mom is my role model. 
 
Behind every small business, there's a story worth knowing. All the corner shops in our towns and cities, the 
restaurants, cleaners, gyms, hair salons, hardware stores – these didn't come out of nowhere. A lot of heart 
goes into each one. And if small businesspeople say they made it on their own, all they are saying is that 
nobody else worked seven days a week in their place. Nobody showed up in their place to open the door at 
five in the morning. Nobody did their thinking, and worrying, and sweating for them. After all that work, and 
in a bad economy, it sure doesn't help to hear from their president that government gets the credit. What they 
deserve to hear is the truth: Yes, you did build that. 
 
We have a plan for a stronger middle class, with the goal of generating 12 million new jobs over the next 
four years. 
 
In a clean break from the Obama years, and frankly from the years before this president, we will keep federal 
spending at 20 percent of GDP, or less. That is enough. The choice is whether to put hard limits on economic 
growth, or hard limits on the size of government, and we choose to limit government. 
 
I learned a good deal about economics, and about America, from the author of the Reagan tax reforms – the 
great Jack Kemp. What gave Jack that incredible enthusiasm was his belief in the possibilities of free people, 
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in the power of free enterprise and strong communities to overcome poverty and despair. We need that same 
optimism right now. 
 
And in our dealings with other nations, a Romney-Ryan administration will speak with confidence and 
clarity. Wherever men and women rise up for their own freedom, they will know that the American president 
is on their side. Instead of managing American decline, leaving allies to doubt us and adversaries to test us, 
we will act in the conviction that the United States is still the greatest force for peace and liberty that this 
world has ever known. 
 
President Obama is the kind of politician who puts promises on the record, and then calls that the record. But 
we are four years into this presidency. The issue is not the economy as Barack Obama inherited it, not the 
economy as he envisions it, but this economy as we are living it. 
 
College graduates should not have to live out their 20s in their childhood bedrooms, staring up at fading 
Obama posters and wondering when they can move out and get going with life. Everyone who feels stuck in 
the Obama economy is right to focus on the here and now. And I hope you understand this too, if you're 
feeling left out or passed by: You have not failed, your leaders have failed you. 
 
None of us have to settle for the best this administration offers – a dull, adventureless journey from one 
entitlement to the next, a government-planned life, a country where everything is free but us. 
 
Listen to the way we're spoken to already, as if everyone is stuck in some class or station in life, victims of 
circumstances beyond our control, with government there to help us cope with our fate. 
 
It's the exact opposite of everything I learned growing up in Wisconsin, or at college in Ohio. When I was 
waiting tables, washing dishes, or mowing lawns for money, I never thought of myself as stuck in some 
station in life. I was on my own path, my own journey, an American journey where I could think for myself, 
decide for myself, define happiness for myself. That's what we do in this country. That's the American 
Dream. That's freedom, and I'll take it any day over the supervision and sanctimony of the central planners. 
109 
 
 
By themselves, the failures of one administration are not a mandate for a new administration. A challenger 
must stand on his own merits. He must be ready and worthy to serve in the office of president. 
 
We're a full generation apart, Governor Romney and I. And, in some ways, we're a little different. There are 
the songs on his iPod, which I've heard on the campaign bus and on many hotel elevators. He actually urged 
me to play some of these songs at campaign rallies. I said, I hope it's not a deal-breaker Mitt, but my playlist 
starts with AC/DC, and ends with Zeppelin. 
 
A generation apart. That makes us different, but not in any of the things that matter. Mitt Romney and I both 
grew up in the heartland, and we know what places like Wisconsin and Michigan look like when times are 
good, when people are working, when families are doing more than just getting by. And we both know it can 
be that way again. 
 
We've had very different careers – mine mainly in public service, his mostly in the private sector. He helped 
start businesses and turn around failing ones. By the way, being successful in business – that's a good thing. 
 
Mitt has not only succeeded, but succeeded where others could not. He turned around the Olympics at a time 
when a great institution was collapsing under the weight of bad management, overspending, and corruption – 
sounds familiar, doesn't it? 
 
He was the Republican governor of a state where almost nine in ten legislators are Democrats, and yet he 
balanced the budget without raising taxes. Unemployment went down, household incomes went up, and 
Massachusetts, under Mitt Romney, saw its credit rating upgraded. 
 
Mitt and I also go to different churches. But in any church, the best kind of preaching is done by example. 
And I've been watching that example. The man who will accept your nomination tomorrow is prayerful and 
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faithful and honorable. Not only a defender of marriage, he offers an example of marriage at its best. Not 
only a fine businessman, he's a fine man, worthy of leading this optimistic and good-hearted country. 
 
Our different faiths come together in the same moral creed. We believe that in every life there is goodness; 
for every person, there is hope. Each one of us was made for a reason, bearing the image and likeness of the 
Lord of Life. 
 
We have responsibilities, one to another – we do not each face the world alone. And the greatest of all 
responsibilities, is that of the strong to protect the weak. The truest measure of any society is how it treats 
those who cannot defend or care for themselves. 
 
Each of these great moral ideas is essential to democratic government – to the rule of law, to life in a humane 
and decent society. They are the moral creed of our country, as powerful in our time, as on the day of 
America's founding. They are self-evident and unchanging, and sometimes, even presidents need reminding, 
that our rights come from nature and God, not from government. 
 
The founding generation secured those rights for us, and in every generation since, the best among us have 
defended our freedoms. They are protecting us right now. We honor them and all our veterans, and we thank 
them. 
 
The right that makes all the difference now, is the right to choose our own leaders. And you are entitled to 
the clearest possible choice, because the time for choosing is drawing near. So here is our pledge. 
 
We will not duck the tough issues, we will lead. 
 
We will not spend four years blaming others, we will take responsibility. 
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We will not try to replace our founding principles, we will reapply our founding principles. 
 
The work ahead will be hard. These times demand the best of us – all of us, but we can do this. Together, we 
can do this. 
 
We can get this country working again. We can get this economy growing again. We can make the safety net 
safe again. We can do this. 
 
Whatever your political party, let's come together for the sake of our country. Join Mitt Romney and me. 
Let's give this effort everything we have. Let's see this through all the way. Let's get this done. 
 
Thank you, and God bless. 
 
 
